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INTRODUCTION 
The quantity and range of domestic violence research has 
expanded dramatically in the past twenty years. What was once a 
"behind closed doors" unspeakable topic, an issue considered 
personal and private, has been acknowledged as a complex, 
multidetermined, multidimensional phenomena with sweeping personal 
and societal implications that warrants attention from a wide array 
of research perspectives. A substantial part of the literature has 
focused on the victims, exploring their personalities, socioeconomic 
statuses, educational backgrounds, and utilization of services (see 
Walker, 1979b, Goodstein & Page, 1981; Pagelow, 1981). Some 
research has examined the batterers; their personality, family 
background, alcoholism, and socioeconomic statuses (see Straus, 
Celles, & Steinmetz, 1980; Steinmetz, 1977), 
Other research has focused on professionals involved in 
working with victims and perpetrators, Nurses and physicians 
(Alexander, 1980, Rounsaville & Weissman, 1977-78), lawyers 
(Levinger, 1966), counselors (Bagarozzi & Giddings, 1983), battered 
women's shelter staff (Walker, 1979b), and police persons (Bard & 
Zacker, 1974; Homant & Kennedy, 1985) among others, have been 
subjects of research. Such studies have examined these 
professionals' respective attitudes about battering and their 
approach to handling domestic violence cases, and the effectiveness 
of their interventions. 
What has been missing in the research is a focus on the 
general public, individuals who are not themselves directly involved 
in relationship violence, but whose attitudes, knowledge, 
understanding, and behavior have important implications in the field 
of domestic violence, Often it is the "uninvolved" friend, 
relative, neighbor or co-worker who serves as the link between the 
victim and the professional; that is, a friend's willingness to hear 
a victim's story and to suggest seeking counseling or contacting the 
police can be the bridge connecting a battered woman with available 
professional help (Kuhl, 1982; Pfouts, 1978). Gathering information 
about the general public's perceptions of and reactions to 
relationship violence may be helpful in designing educational and 
outreach programs to address misinformation and misperceptions 
discovered, Professional agencies or resources that do, in fact, 
provide service to battered women, but which are not strongly 
endorsed by the general public, might consider improving public 
relations and increasing public awareness of their services. 
This study was designed to explore reactions of college 
students to incidences of domestic violence. The literature 
suggests several factors that may influence or determine how an 
outsider may respond to a battering situation. One factor is the 
frequency with which the assaults occur (Paisley, 1984a), Secondly, 
the severity of the physical attack may be an important factor 
(Pagelow, 1981; Paisley, 1984b; Krulewitz & Payne, 1978). The 
nature of the relationship between the victim and offender (whether 
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married or dating) also may be important (Shetland & Straw, 1976; 
Summers & Feldman, 1984). Finally, the outsider's endorsement of 
traditional sex-role attitudes may influence the reaction to a 
violent incident (Burt, 1980; Williams, 1979). 
This study was designed to explore the effects of severity, 
frequency, relationship, and sex-role attitudes on outsiders' 
responses to a battering situation. One area of interest was the 
particular resources or courses of action the subject would 
recommend to the victim. Secondly, subject's attribution of 
responsibility to the victim and offender were of interest, as well 
as the subject's attitudes about being involved with the situation, 
willingness to remain involved, and level of comfort in dealing with 
a battered woman. Finally, the question of what influences 
outsiders to consider a situation to be an example of "battering", 
was explored. 
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LITERATURE REVIEW 
Introduction 
This review focuses on the issue of battering. While in 
reality battering can occur in homosexual and heterosexual 
relationships and can involve men and women as attacker and/or 
victim, the domain of this review encompasses battering in 
heterosexual relationships with a male as attacker and a female as 
victim. 
The terminology or vocabulary used to label the field of 
battering is as broad as the area itself. An attempt at reviewing 
the literature required looking under nine separate headings or 
categories in various indices and computer banks. The terms 
battering, marital violence, domestic violence, and spouse abuse 
will be used synonymously and alternately throughout this paper to 
avoid repetitious wording. Each of these terms denotes physical 
violence in a relationship as a key issue, whereas the terms 
marriage problem, communication difficulty, or even fighting and 
arguing minimize and distort the centrality of the violence. It is 
the contention of this author that how a violent situation in a 
relationship is labeled is important; because these terms all focus 
on the violence they are considered appropriate and will be used. 
Unfortunately, the terms marital and spouse imply a more restricted 
range of relationships than are of interest, but will be included to 
reflect other researchers' writings and findings, 
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Incidence of Battering 
In the past fifteen years, attempts to document the incidence 
and frequency of domestic violence have increased in number. 
Estimates range from less than one percent of married women to 
speculations that 50% of all married women will experience some 
physical violence from their husband. Incidence figures vary 
considerably in part because of the different subject sampling 
techniques used in different studies. The sampling techniques 
represented in this review include random sampling, client based 
sampling, and indirect estimates from related data. In addition, 
figures are difficult to compare across studies because of 
definitional differences; some studies include only physical 
attacks, others include threats, psychological battering, and verbal 
abuse. A representative set of studies are reviewed here to present 
a perspective of the methodologies employed and incidence figures 
obtained. 
Indirect measures 
Many researchers have relied on indirect measures of 
battering, such as percentage of homicides which involve domestic 
killings, number of wife abuse claims handled by family courts, 
number of domestic disturbance calls responded to by police 
departments, and the number of cases of battered women treated by 
hospital rooms (Martin, 1976; Walker, 1979a). Reliance on such 
indirect measures will probably be a necessity until crime reports 
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include a specific category for battering and laws are written 
mandating the reporting of battering, 
Levinger (1966) published one of the earliest studies relying 
on indirect measures and suggested that wife abuse was a serious 
problem, noting that 31% of 600 divorce applicants cited physical 
abuse as a complaint against their husbands. In 1971, O'Brien 
reported that 25 out of 150 divorce applicants spontaneously 
mentioned physical abuse during individual interviews. Fields 
(1978), of Brooklyn legal services, reported that 60% of their 800 
female divorce clients over a one-year period had been beaten by 
their husbands. Boudouris (1971) reported that a random sample of 
the assault and battery warrant requests during 1968-1969 from the 
prosecuting attorney's files in Detroit showed that 52.3% involved 
family relations. 
Disputes and disturbances comprise the category in which the 
largest percentage of police calls fall (Stephens, 1977), with a 
substantial proportion of that category involving domestic violence 
(e.g., 36% during one 22-month period in New York State, Bard and 
Zacker, 1974; and 32% of disturbances involving aggravated assaults 
in a study over an unspecified period of time in Kansas City, 
Response. 1976). Stark, Flitcraft, Zuckerman, Grey, Robinson, and 
Frazier (1981) reported that 21% of all women using the Yale-
Newhaven Hospital emergency Surgical Service from July, 1978-July, 
1979 were battered, and that almost half of all injuries presented 
by women to this service occurred in the context of spouse abuse, 
7 
Another report cited by the Colorado Association for Aid to Battered 
Women (1979), indicated that approximately 10% of the assault 
victims seen at the Boston City Hospital were women attacked in 
their home, typically by a husband or a lover, 
Survey gtudieg 
While indirect measures provide some estimate and 
documentation of occurrence of battering, they focus on individuals 
already identified as clients, victims, or patients in some formal 
setting, Consequently, these estimates may be conservative in that 
they are based on data only from women requiring medical attention, 
or willing to call the police or file for divorce. Survey studies 
offer information drawn from a broader population and, thus, provide 
a different data base for estimates of incidence rates of domestic 
violence, As in other areas, survey studies raise questions 
concerning response rates and issues of self-report and accuracy, 
Straus, Celles, and Steinmetz (1980) conducted the first 
nationwide representative victimization survey in the mid-1970s. 
Data for this study were self-reports of abuse and violence from a 
sample of 2,143 husbands and vives (960 men and 1,183 women) from a 
nationally representative sample of 3,300 families contacted. One 
husband or one wife from each family was interviewed about violence 
that may have occurred between him or herself and the spouse. The 
investigators reported that 16% of those surveyed indicated some 
kind of physical abuse between spouses had occurred during the year 
of the study, and 28% reported marital violence at some point in the 
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of the study, and 28% reported marital violence at some point in the 
marriage. It must be recognized that these figures do not 
distinguish between violence by husbands against wives and by wives 
against husbands, and so may be over-estimates of the domain of 
interest for this paper, husbands against wives. However, the 
researchers circumscribed a subset of violent behaviors included in 
the study which they considered severe and which excluded throwing 
things, pushing, grabbing, and slapping. When analyzed and reported 
separately for women only as victims, which the authors labeled 
"wife-beating", the results indicated that 3.8% of the women 
represented in the study by their own or their husband's report were 
victims of wife-beating. Besides the obvious concerns of accuracy 
of self-report in survey studies, this study was also limited by a 
response rate of 65%. The investigators acknowledge there is little 
they can say about the 35% who chose not to respond. In addition, 
this study limited itself to studying intact families. Obviously, 
much information may be lost by not seeking information from already 
separated or divorced couples. In light of these weaknesses, these 
results must be interpreted carefully and conservatively. 
Other survey studies report similar incident rates and suffer 
from similar problems of sampling and response rates; nevertheless 
they provide some empirical evidence of the number of women 
experiencing domestic violence. Shulman (1980) interviewed 1,793 
Kentucky women, married or living with a man in the past 12 months. 
Ten percent had been victims of some form of physical force by that 
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man in the past 12 months; 4,1% had experienced severe physical 
force. Remarkably, this study had a 91% response rate of those 
women contacted, giving some strength of interpretation to the 
figures presented. Gentemann (1980) telephone interviewed 422 women 
from a random sample of 527 North Carolina females 18 years or older 
(an 80% response rate). Twenty-one percent had been punched, hit, 
or slapped hard by a date, lover, or husband in their adult years. 
Nisonoff and Bitmor (1979) interviewed 297 Suffolk County, New York 
residents aged 16 years or older. This sample constituted 68.5% of 
the 434 people identified via random phone numbers and contacted for 
the study. Twenty percent reported having hit or been hit by their 
spouses. Unfortunately, such a figure does not allow for the 
incidence estimates of violence directed exclusively towards women. 
Teske and Parker (1983) surveyed 2,000 women selected randomly in 
the state of Texas and obtained responses from 1,210, constituting a 
65% response rate. Some form of abuse, including physical, verbal, 
and psychological abuse by a husband or live-in partner during the 
preceding 12 months was reported by 8.5% of the respondents. Thirty 
percent reported abuse sometime in their married or partnered life. 
This study demonstrates the difficulty of comparing across studies 
because of the diversity of definitions used to encompass "abuse". 
Finally, the most recent publication of the National Crime Survey, 
reporting results of interviews with 136,000 occupants of 60,000 
households from a stratified, multicluster sample of 72,000 
households, reported that of all violent crimes, 7.2% were by 
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relatives and another 32,7% by acquaintances (including lovers and 
live-in partners). Of crimes by relatives, 57% were by spouses or 
ex-spouses and 31% involved a weapon (Klaus & Rand, 1984), 
In summary, national and regional surveys of battering find as 
many as 28% of husbands and wives reporting incidences involving 
physical force in the marriage and as many as 3-20% of women being 
victims of severe physical violence in the context of dating or 
marriage. Although data from other sources indicate somewhat lower 
incidence rates, collectively they document self-reported incidences 
of domestic violence that involve substantial numbers of women. 
Although there are some trends in the data suggesting domestic 
violence is more prevalent in lower socioeconomic classes, less well 
educated groups and within some racial and ethnic minorities (see 
Pagelow, 1981; Straus, Celles, & Steinmetz, 1980), demographics of 
victims and abusers suggest that no socioeconomic class, geographic 
location or racial grouping is exempt from battering (Martin, 1976; 
Walker, 1979a), Clearly, battering is a serious problem in our 
society with significant negative consequences for the victim 
including physical injury (Klaus & Rand, 1984; Teske & Parker, 
1983), miscarriages (Bowker, 1984), depression (Prescott & Letko, 
1977), increased suicide intention or attempts (Stark, Flitcraft, & 
Frazier, 1979; Walker, 1984) and death (Uniform Crime Report, cited 
in Klaus & Rand, 1984), among others. 
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Outsiders' Responses to Battering 
Athough incidence rates of domestic violence suggest that many 
women will not be battered, many women and men could know a 
battering victim or about a battering situation sometime in their 
lives. As friends, neighbors, co-workers and family members, many 
will be involved in some capacity in a battering situation, even if 
the involvement is limited to just being aware of that situation, 
The literature suggests that how these outsiders respond to a 
battering situation is important, It also suggests that their 
responses are often inadequate and even detrimental. 
Outsiders' awareness of battering 
Although some victims may be very good at keeping the violence 
a secret, many friends and family members know about battering 
situations. Rounsaville and Weissman (1977-1978) reported that of 
31 victims interviewed, 97% had told a friend and 60% reported abuse 
had taken place in public with observers. Similarly, of 21 women 
interviewed in another study, the majority initially turned to 
relatives and friends for support (Borkowski, Murch, & Walker, 
1983). In an extensive look at 420 shelter clients' reports of 
outsiders' reactions, Kuhl (1982) found that most of the women had a 
few, if not many, outsiders who were aware of her situation; 70% 
said family members knew, 49% said neighbors knew, and 70% said 
their friends knew either because they witnessed the violence, saw 
the results of the violence, or had been told about it. 
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Rggpcnges <2t outeiderg to battering gituatione 
Outsiders' responses to battering incidences might include 
emotional, behavioral, or attitudinal responses including talking to 
the victim, making a referral, blaming the victim, or believing the 
violence was justified, among others, The impact of those responses 
on the victim's own feelings, behavior, and attitudes are discussed 
in the next section, 
The responses of blaming the victim and/or not wanting to get 
involved were noted in several studies. For a group of 31 victims, 
of those confiding in a friend (91%), most reported the friend was 
unhelpful and often blamed the victim for her situation. Of those 
women who had been abused in public, only one reported being helped 
by observers (Rounsaville & Weissman, 1977-1978). Walker's (1984) 
group of 21 victims reported that relatives and friends, though 
initially providing support (unspecified) and sometimes temporary 
accommodations, made it clear they did not want to be involved. 
Similarly, the data from the 420 women in Kuhl's (1982) study 
indicated that while most outsiders believed the woman's claim that 
violence was occurring, many did not want to get involved, only a 
few tried to intervene, and at least a small percentage of family, 
neighbors, and friends blamed the victim for her situation. Many 
women reported that outsiders believed they were unable to help and 
reported types of outsiders' help that made things worse. 
The attitudes observers have in response to a violent domestic 
incident were examined by Gentemann (1984). Subjects were presented 
13 
with scenarios depicting violence between a married couple in 
several circumstances, Although subjects rejected norms which 
approved of spouse abuse in general, a substantial minority (18,8%) 
accepted ideas of situations in which beating was justified 
including if the wife was flirting, having an affair, was nagging, 
or was drunk. We may presume that such an attitude reaction may be 
conveyed to the victim and/or influence the outsiders' subsequent 
reactions to that victim; however, there is no empirical evidence to 
support such a conclusion to date. 
In addition to blaming or avoidance, family and friends may 
take a more active role in response to a battering situation by 
offering listening support and/or making referrals to appropriate 
agencies or institutions. Kuhl (1982) found that 25% of the 420 
clients interviewed in her study had been referred to the shelter by 
friends. While a larger percent was referred by counselors (31%), 
friends' referrals exceeded those of every other expected referral 
source including police, attorneys, hospitals, and ministers. Other 
helping responses included listening, offering information, and 
intervening in descending order of frequency. Interestingly, while 
the number of friends, family, and neighbors providing any help was 
small, overall, their response was stronger than any other help 
source. Finally, Mitchell and Hodson (1983) interviewed 60 battered 
women at a shelter about the help they received from outsiders. The 
group acknowledged receiving "a little" of the responses labeled 
"advocacy responses" which included friends urging them to call the 
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police, offering them a place to stay, and urging them to see a 
counselor. 
Impact of outsiders' responses on victims 
The literature reviewed provides some conceptual, as well as, 
empirical evidence suggesting that how outsiders respond to a 
battering situation is important. Outsiders' responses may 
influence how a victim defines her situation and how she chooses to 
respond to it. In addition, social support to victims of battering 
can have some direct effects on the victim's psychological health 
and functioning. Representative pieces of that literature are 
presented in this section. 
Outsiders may influence how a woman defines, labels, or 
conceptualizes the violence in her relationship. Breines and Gordon 
(1983, p. 515) claimed that "We must also consider the role of 
social 'networks' - friends and relatives - in prescribing and 
regulating the use of violence .... The networks can set limits 
on the violence that is socially acceptable. Indeed, we suspect 
that a woman generally defines herself as abused on the basis of the 
standards of her community and friends". Similarly, Bagarozzi and 
Giddings (1983) wrote, "the beaten wife must get aid and support 
from friends and community groups who reinforce her definition of 
the marital relationship as one where violence is unacceptable" 
(p. 7). Ferraro and Johnson (1983) believed that battered women are 
often trapped in their situation by one of several rationalizations 
or false beliefs including "its not really violence" and "there's 
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nowhere else to go". Outsiders' responses to the victim can 
reinforce or challenge those rationalizations. Battered women who 
request help often find others don't believe their story or are 
unsympathetic (Pagelow, 1981; Pizzy, 1974). This may reinforce the 
belief "its not really violence or other people would be upset and 
would help me," Experimental research by Shetland and Straw (1976) 
showed observers usually failed to respond when a woman was attacked 
by a man and justified non-intervention by saying they assumed the 
man and woman were married. They did not define the action as 
violent or as requiring intervention; such a response again could 
support the victim's false belief system. By contrast, Ferraro and 
Johnson (1983, p. 333) wrote, "if friends and relatives show genuine 
concern for a woman's well being, that may initiate an awareness of 
danger which contradicts previous rationalizations." In a related 
way, disinterested or disbelieving friends and family contribute to 
the belief among battered women that there are not alternatives (no 
place else to go) and they must tolerate the abuse. 
Pfouts (1978) found the willingness of friends and family to 
help was a key factor in determining the pattern of response a woman 
made to violence, Pfouts described four victim responses to 
domestic violence which she labeled self-punishing, aggressive, 
early disengagement, and mid-life disengagement. Those women who 
were able to leave the relationship and escape the violence soon 
after it started, early disengagement, were those with helpful 
friends and family members, among other personal resources, A 
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second, more recent study found a similar relationship between 
support from friends and family and a battered woman's ability to 
leave the violent relationship. Of the 29 women interviewed in 
battered women's shelters, those who eventually left the batterer 
(n = 9) had social networks encouraging leaving in 95% of the 
women's cases. Women who left received network feedback that they 
were competent in their roles and that help and support would be 
available to them if they left their abusive partner. The 10 women 
who returned to their abusive partner reported that their social 
network was less supportive and that they received messages that 
they were incompetent in their roles and would not receive help and 
support if they left (Butehorn, 1985). 
Finally, in a more direct examination of the impact of social 
support for battered women, Mitchell and Hodson (1983) looked at 
levels of depression, mastery, and self-esteem for 60 women in 
protective shelters. A lack of institutional and informal social 
support (few friends or relatives willing to help) was related to 
lower self-esteem and more severe depressive symptoms. Of 
importance were the number of friends and social contacts the woman 
had aside from her husband; women with fewer social contacts without 
her partner received less supportive responses from friends. 
Ironically, battered women are often isolated from friends and 
family because of the abuse; partners often purposively restrict the 
woman's contacts to keep her isolated (Hilberman & Munson, 1977-
1978; Walker, 1979b). In addition, Mitchell and Hodson (1983) 
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suggested that the victim's own behavior may restrict the amount of 
support given. 
Even when friends are available, the battering experience may 
be a particularly difficult one around which to seek support. 
Although in need of the support of others to understand and 
actively respond to an episode of violence, a battered woman 
may feel uneasy, hesitant, and embarrassed about approaching 
friends and family. Such ambivalence and denial may make it 
more difficult for friends to learn of the situation and to 
offer help and assistance spontaneously. If friends and 
family are aware of the situation, at least to some degree, 
the woman's apparent reluctance to 'open up' may reinforce 
their beliefs that it is a 'private' matter between husband 
and wife in which they should not involve themselves, (p. 634) 
Besides the presumed effects of forced isolation, and the woman's 
reluctance to seek help, this study demonstrated that the specific 
circumstances of the battering situation impacted on the amount of 
social support provided and, subsequently, on the adjustment of the 
victim. Women who experienced greater levels of violence (high 
levels of sev'c.city and frequency of assaults) were less likely to 
receive support responses from friends. Those women also 
experienced more severe depression, loss of self-esteem, and lowered 
sense of mastery. The authors concluded that the influence of 
violence on adjustment may occur, in part, because of the 
deleterious effect of violence on social support. As severity 
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increased, fewer friends responded favorably to women's requests for 
assistance. Women's sense of self-esteem and mastery were likely to 
decrease if their attempts to obtain help from their informal social 
networks were met with discomfort and avoidance. Lastly, this study 
demonstrated that support specific to the battering situation was 
most helpful. The willingness of friends to talk about the 
battering was more strongly related to the victims' adjustment than 
were the more global measures of support (number of supporters) or 
social activity (number of visits). 
In summary, friends' and family members' responses to a victim 
of battering can play an important role in the victim's definition 
of her situation and, subsequently, in her reaction to that 
situation, The presence of an active social support system may 
decrease a woman's feeling of entrapment, may facilitate her leaving 
the situation quickly, and may have important consequences to her 
psychological health. 
Determinants and Influences on 
Outsiders' Responses to Battering 
The literature reviewed thus far indicates that wife-beating 
occurs in a significant number of households which implies that many 
people, though not victims themselves, will be aware of a battering 
situation involving a friend, family member, co-worker, or neighbor. 
Reports from battering victims indicate that how these outsiders 
react to them and to their situation is important, Outsiders may 
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help the victim define her situation as battering or may reinforce 
rationalizations and denial that encourage her to remain in the 
relationship. Outsiders also serve as referral sources, listeners, 
blame-givers, avoiders, and social supporters. The documented 
consequences of outsiders' reactions range from the victim safely 
leaving a violent situation, to feelings of entrapment, depression 
and loss of self-esteem. 
What influences the observers'/outsiders' perception of a 
battering situation? A review of the literature on domestic 
violence suggested several factors. First, a subject's endorsement 
of the dominant cultural gestalt or set of attitudes about men and 
women, in general, and spouse abuse, in particular, may be an 
influencing factor, Secondly, the severity and frequency of 
assaults may impact on observers' definition and perception of the 
situation. Finally, the relationship between the victim and the 
offender may be an important factor to consider. In the following 
sections, research relevant to each of these areas is reviewed. 
Endorsement of a cultural acceptance of battering 
A dominant theme in the spouse abuse literature is that 
violence against wives is promoted, supported, and condoned by a 
sexist society which believes that violence in a marriage is normal 
and, on some level, appropriate as the husband seeks to maintain his 
position over his wife. 
The bulk of this literature is theoretical and focuses on 
sexism at an institutional or abstract cultural level. Only a few 
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studies have empirically examined sexism on an individual level and 
examined its impact on perceptions and reactions to violence between 
men and women. A brief review of this literature follows to 
introduce the reader to material suggesting sexism is an important 
factor to address when considering outsiders' reactions to battering 
situations. 
Theoretical work linking cultural sexism to battering. 
Several writers and theorists have examined cultural and historical 
belief systems to explain the existence and maintenance of domestic 
violence, Writers have sought to outline the societal attitudes 
that normalize the use of violence against women, and have looked at 
attitudes about women, men, and sex-roles that leave women 
vulnerable to assaults by significant men. 
As early as 1878, Francis Power Cobbe pointed out that the 
legal system was sanctioning wife-beating by upholding a husband's 
authority to correct his wife by physical force if necessary. Ms. 
Cobbe was also an early proponent of the idea that it is the sexist 
society's institutions and attitudes that condone and maintain 
violence against women. "The ultimate cause of wife-beating, 
according to Cobbe, was the fact that the position of a woman 
'before the law as wife, mother, and citizen remained so much below 
that of a man as husband, father, and citizen' that she 'inevitably 
was regarded by him as an inferior'" (Bauer & Ritt, 1983, p. 109). 
Brownmiller (1975) suggested that marriage evolved as a means 
for women to protect themselves from rape; in the confines of a 
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marriage relationship a woman was protected from the ravages of 
other men if not those of her husband, Women were passed as 
merchandise from the hands of the father to the husband's through 
payment of a bride price. Because women were considered property 
along with slaves, animals, and fields, husbands were considered 
absolute masters and wives had few, if any, rights, Davidson (1977) 
and Dobash and Dobash (1977) have traced the history of wife-beating 
laws and pointed out that husbands were given not only the right but 
the obligation to control and chastise their wives, Throughout 
history women were considered morally inferior or evil and, 
therefore, in need of correction. During the thirteenth through 
sixteenth centuries, customary laws in France gave permission to 
husbands to punish their wives and families physically, and husbands 
were treated severely when they did not fulfill that moral 
obligation (Flandrin, 1979). Flandrin quotes a proverb from the 
sixteenth century that served to pass on such social customs; 
A good horse and a bad horse need the spur; 
A good woman and a bad woman need the stick. 
(Meurier, sixteenth century) 
Over the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, laws concerning 
chastisement began to be modified to restrict the amount and type of 
violence used against wives. English common law specified the "rule 
of thumb" in which it was legal for a husband to chastise his wife 
with a rod not thicker than the width of his thumb. Davidson (1977) 
reported that by the late 1800s in the United States, women were 
allowed to divorce their husbands for cruelty but only two states 
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rescinded their laws against the "ancient privilege" of wife-
beating, 
Current law continues to reflect the historical notion that 
husbands have a right to exercise control and dominance over their 
wives. The most blatant current legitimization of husband-wife 
violence is the legal doctrine of "spousal immunity" which prevents 
a wife from suing her husband for assault and battery, A woman can 
bring criminal action against an abusive spouse, but to a lesser 
extent that those criminal charges allowed against an unrelated 
party. She is also not allowed to sue for damages as she would 
against an unrelated assailant. 
The approval of violence against women constitutes an 
underlying perspective of our society and culture, Resick (1983) 
writes "together, both rape and wife-beating have served as two 
sides of the same coin, the subjugation of women. Rape has punished 
the unattached woman, whereas, wife-beating. , . has served to 
punish and control within the family. By the time the laws changed, 
those forms of violence against women were so entrenched in the 
culture that it made very little difference" (p. 237). Reflecting 
on the impact of cultural standards on society's views of woman, and 
its response to battered women in particular, Resick writes "sexual 
assault and wife-beating have been so well-entrenched in the mores 
of our paternalistic society that current stereotypes of women still 
reflect the belief that women occasionally deserve such violence. 
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may actually want it or need it, and are left relatively unharmed 
psychologically in its aftermath" (Resick, 1983, p. 230). 
Walker (1979a) concurred that it is sexism and the adherence 
to traditional sex-roles that serve to create an environment in 
which violence against women is acceptable and which specifically 
supports and maintains wife abuse. She wrote, "social psychology 
theories are helpful in understanding the relationship between 
violence and sex-roles. Females are socialized into roles that 
encourage their dependency on men, They are taught to be nurturing, 
compliant, and passive. At the same time, they are not taught 
effective responses to men's violence against them. Males are 
socialized into roles that encourage both dependence on and 
aggression toward females. Their role is to be intelligent, 
rational, and strong, as well as the economic provider for their 
families. Their promised reward is a wife who will take care of 
their frustrations (which they are socialized to express with 
violence). The outcome of such sex-role socialization is reflected 
in high battering statistics" (unnumbered manuscript). 
Straus suggested that there are paradoxical cultural norms 
which serve to support domestic violence. The "myth of family non­
violence" (Steinmetz & Straus, 1974; Straus, 1974) is pitted against 
the norm that violence within the family is a private (and 
legitimate) affair. The family is assumed and expected to be loving 
and safe (i.e., not violent) and when it is violent, society prefers 
to ignore it, thereby allowing the violence to go on. 
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These writers seem to circle back to Resick's (1983) crucial 
suggestion that cultural norms directly impact on how battering 
victims are perceived ("they want or need it", "they are not hurt by 
it"). The victim living in such a culture believes she must have 
deserved her abuse somehow and/or denies the reality of her injuries 
and pain to concur with the societal expectation that her family is 
loving and non-violent. The friend and the neighbor of the victim, 
living in a culture that supports the violence, may choose not to 
intervene, may not take the situation seriously, or may not consider 
any legal or professional intervention appropriate, The links 
between cultural and individual attitudes, and between attitudes and 
actions are of vital importance and need to be examined. 
Empirical relationship of individual sexism and battering. 
There is some empirical evidence to suggest that the sexism 
theorized to exist at the institutional level is endorsed at the 
individual level and plays some role in individual's responses to 
violence between men and women. 
One in four men and one in six women reported that they think 
it is acceptable for a man to hit his wife under some circumstances 
(Stark & McEvoy, 1970), Cited earlier, over 18% of a female subject 
pool acknowledged at least one situation in which it would be 
appropriate for a husband to beat his wife (Gentemann, 1984). 
Goodstein and Page (1981) reported similar attitudes in writing 
"violence between spouses is often viewed as part of family 
relationships, and some wives reported to out-clinic staff that they 
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believe it is acceptable for a husband to beat his wife 'every once 
in a while'" (p. 1036), Research on family violence has found that 
offenders, bystanders, agents of social control, and even victims of 
family violence often accept and tolerate many acts between 
intimates which would be considered illegitimate violence if those 
acts occurred between strangers (Gelles, 1974; Steinmetz, 1977; 
Straus, Gelles, & Steinmetz, 1980). 
The relationship between individual endorsement of sex-roles, 
cultural attitudes and violence against women has been most closely 
researched in the case of rape. Burt (1980) and Williams (1979) 
found that persons with traditional sex-role attitudes viewed rape 
as being less serious than did persons with modern sex-role 
attitudes. Acceptance of traditional ideology seemed to mitigate 
the perceived severity of rape. Similarly, Krulewitz and Payne 
(1978) found that the more traditional the subject's sex-role 
attitude, the more severe the force and injury required before the 
situation would be labeled "rape". Jeffords (1984) found that norms 
against forced marital intercourse (a type of rape and a type of 
wife assault) were negatively associated with traditional sex-role 
attitudes. 
A few studies have begun to explore the relationship between 
an individual's endorsement of sexist cultural attitudes and 
subsequent responses to a battering situation. In a study cited 
earlier, Gentemann (1984) found that those subjects with more 
traditional sex-role attitudes were significantly more likely to 
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justify wife abuse (see it as appropriate in certain situations) 
than those with egalitarian sex-role attitudes, Stahly (1983) found 
subjects' sex-role attitudes to be significantly related to 
behavioral and characterological blame of the victim in response to 
a videotaped interview with one of four battered women, Kelly 
(1984) presented subjects with written scenarios of an assault by a 
man against a woman. Subjects held a husband offender less 
responsible for an assault against his wife than a stranger 
offender. All the subjects were sympathetic with the women, but 
subjects with traditional attitudes were less sympathetic than 
subjects with more feminist attitudes. Homant and Kennedy (1985) 
measured 62 Michigan policewomen's and 89 Michigan policemen's 
identification with a feminist point-of-view (i.e., nontraditional 
sex-role attitude), concern for battered women, and their level of 
"involvement" in handling domestic violence cases. Involvement was 
defined as going beyond expected legal duties and included being 
understanding and showing concern for the victim and providing 
information and referrals. Overall, policewomen scored 
significantly higher on involvement than policemen, Identification 
with a feminist point-of-view and concern for battered women were 
cited as significant intervening variables to explain the gender 
difference. However, these results must be interpreted cautiously; 
"identification with feminism" and "concern" were measured by 
single-items and there were significant differences in the male and 
female samples on some important characteristics including police 
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department rank and educational background. Paisley (1984b) tested 
subjects on sex-role attitudes then presented written scenarios of a 
battering situation between a husband and wife. Subjects holding 
traditional sex-role attitudes were less likely than subjects with 
less traditional attitudes to endorse the victim's going to a 
battered women's shelter or seeking counseling as appropriate 
actions. Subjects were also tested on their endorsement of 
Battering Myths, false beliefs about battering and battering 
victims. This scale overshadowed sex-role attitudes as a predictor 
of subjects' responses to the scenarios and there was some concern 
about the transparency of the scales influencing the subjects' 
responses, creating a social desirability effect. Therefore, the 
impact of sex-role attitudes alone on the endorsement of resources 
appropriate for battering victims in this study remains unclear and 
needs further examination. 
SiiTnTtwry of sexism as an influencing factor. The literature 
reviewed suggests that stereotyped views of men and women and their 
relationships impact on how battering is defined and how it is 
responded to. Empirical research on the impact of sexism at the 
individual level is scarce. In the few studies which did address 
individual sex-role attitudes, the reactions or responses to 
battering situations measured were predominately responses on 
another attitude survey, e.g., some aspect of sympathy, or 
attributions of responsibility. These are measures of how the 
subjects think or feel about the victim, offender, and situation 
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which gives us little insight into what the person might da if 
confronted with such a situation, A sympathetic observer could 
ignore the situation or offer support and information. Knowing how 
responsibility is attributed to the victim does not suggest what the 
observer might do; he/she might share his/her perceptions of blame 
or keep quiet; he/she may believe that one person is guilty but 
still focus care-giving and support on that person if he/she 
believes that course of action will be most helpful, An examination 
of the impact of pre-existing attitudes about sex-roles on 
behavioral responses to a violent domestic incident is needed. The 
term "behaviorally" refers to those acts or courses of action the 
person believes he would take or would recommend to the victim in 
response to the battering. 
Labeling ao incident ag battering 
Pre-existing sexist attitudes are one factor that may impact 
on how a situation is responded to. Inherent in the notion that 
sexism and an acceptance of violence in families supports and 
maintains spouse abuse is the reality that not every situation will 
be considered a battering situation, i.e., a problematic situation 
requiring concern or intervention. In other words, how the 
situation is defined and/or labeled is another component determining 
how an outsider might respond, The issue of what counts as 
battering is one of controversy, disagreement, and confusion among 
researchers, theorists, and clinicians; that the general public may 
not share an integrated definition is highly likely. 
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In the literature reviewed, definitions used for battering 
have varied widely in terms of the frequency and severity of 
assault, degree of intent, and other variables required for an 
incident to be considered a battering incident and to be included in 
incidence counts, case analyses, theoretical discussions, and other 
research projects. As discussed earlier, Straus, Celles, and 
Steinmetz (1980) drew a distinction between "violent behavior" and 
"wife-beating" in their mid-1970s study. The categories were based 
on the severity of the physical acts involved. Gayford (1975) 
defined the battered wife as a woman who had received deliberate, 
severe, repeated, and demonstrable injury from her partner. 
Rounsaville and tfeissman (1977-1978) defined a battered woman as 
"any married or unmarried woman over the age of 16 who had evidence 
of physical abuse on at least one occasion at the hands of an 
intimate male partner" (p. 192). Parker and Schumacher (1977) 
mirrored Gayford's definition but increased the specificity of the 
severity and frequency required, They defined the battered wife 
syndrome as "a symptom complex of violence in which a woman has, at 
any time, received deliberate, severe, and repeated (more than three 
times) demonstrable injury from her husband with a minimal injury of 
severe bruising" (p. 760). Hilberman (1980) reviewed several 
reports of clinicians' work with spouse abuse and concluded that, in 
general, they used similar working definitions of marital violence, 
i.e., "an abused or battered wife is one who is subjected to serious 
and/or repeated physical injury as a result of deliberate assaults 
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by her spouse" (p. 1338). In addition, she noted that for most 
researchers "marital" or "spouse" did not imply a legal relationship 
but included any relationship involving cohabitation and sexual 
intimacy (an issue to be discussed later in more detail). 
In contrast to previous definitions, including their own 
definition in the mid-1970s. Celles and Straus (1979) advocated a 
definition of violence focusing on intent, rather than the actual 
resulting injury, defining it as "an act carried out with the 
intention, or perceived intention, of physically hurting another 
person" (p, 550). This definition allows for forms of behavior that 
do not actually result in injury but which are experienced by the 
victim as an attempt to be harmed. 
Several other definitions have focused on the victim's 
reaction or action-taking in response to the violence as the basis 
for labeling her a victim and the situation as battering. Goodstein 
and Page (1981, p. 1036) wrote "a wife's decision to bring her 
husband to court constitutes, in a sense, the definition of his 
offense because it is only when this decision is made that the court 
finally sees the behavior as a social offense requiring judicial 
notice rather than a purely intrafamiliar disagreement". Celles 
(1980) agreed that abuse can be defined in an operational sense; 
when the victim becomes publicly known and labeled by an official or 
professional then it is abuse. Similarly, Peterson and Weissert 
(1982) used victims' self-defined abuse to select the subject pool 
for their study. If the victim had taken the step of seeking 
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professional help, that constituted defining one's self as abused, 
and therefore that was a battered woman. Ford (1983) contended that 
when a woman made the trip downtown (to the police station) she was 
coming out to accept an official label of "battered woman", implying 
that until she makes that trip she won't be an "official" battered 
woman, Finally, Burt (1983) suggested a flow chart, a series of 
stages or processes a person goes through when being defined or 
recognized as a victim. The first stage involves experiencing some 
harm, injury, or suffering. Next the individual must define him or 
herself as a victim; he/she must perceive some injustice or 
unfairness. Thirdly, he/she claims the victim role or label from 
social control agents or significant others. Finally, that claim to 
the role is acknowledged and some compensatory or supportive actions 
are taken by those others in response to the individual's 
victimization. In the case of battered women, the present writer 
wonders if stage 2 and stage 3 might not be switched. The 
literature has at least partially suggested that it is because 
outsiders begin to define and respond to the woman's situation as 
one involving unacceptable violence and as requiring intervention 
that the woman begins to identify herself as victimized and begins 
to perceive the injustice and unfairness of her situation, 
Conversely, a disbelieving, non-labeling response from an outsider 
may foster the woman's acceptance of her situation and inhibit her 
from seeking assistance and support. It is important to examine 
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what the outsiders define as battering and how they respond to a 
situation with or without that definition. 
As discussed, there is little consensus about any uniform 
definition of what constitutes a battering situation. However, 
frequency of assaults and severity of injuries are present in most 
definitions and they have some support as critical factors in 
influencing responses to violent incidences, 
Frequency of assaults 
Resick (1979) stressed the importance of the frequency with 
which violence occurs as a component to attend to in evaluating 
domestic incidents. Resick (1979) wrote "a good definition or way 
to discriminate battered women from other less severely affected 
victims of marital violence is lacking. Length of the battering 
relationship and frequency of episodes, as well as severity, should 
be taken into account" (p. 23), Inherent in her statement is a 
division of cases into battering and non-battering classes within a 
group of "marital violence" oases. A timetable is suggested 
implying that how often, how many times, and for how long are 
integral to an evaluation for battering. Similarly, Walker's 
(1979b) "cycle theory of violence" implies that incidents are 
repeated, thereby distinguishing between isolated violence and 
battering, 
It has been recognized clinically that the first instance of 
abuse seldom leads to a redefinition of the relationship as a 
violent and dangerous situation requiring escape (Ferraro, 1983). 
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Ferraro also pointed out that observable injuries are not as 
frequent in early attacks, Focusing on the frequency of occurrences 
is important because injuries may not be obvious, yet. 
A review of the professional published literature failed to 
reveal studies examining the impact of frequency on the general 
public's perception of violent domestic incidences, One unpublished 
study (Paisley, 1984a) did examine the influence of frequency of 
assaults on subjects' reactions to a battering scenario and found, 
as expected, that husband-attackers were held increasingly 
responsible as frequency of assaults increased. However, for women 
subjects, the female victim was also held more responsible as 
frequency increased. In addition, for male subjects, the extent to 
which they labeled the situation battering decreased as frequency of 
assaults increased. Interpretation of results from this study is 
difficult and the overall impact of frequency is difficult to 
specify. What was made clear was that frequency of attacks has some 
effect on subjects' reactions to battering scenarios; those effects 
need further, and clearer, examination. 
Severity of injuries 
Clearer evidence is available on the role of severity. The 
research literature as well as anecdotal and clinical reports 
(Pagelow, 1981; Walker, 1979b) suggest that the severity of an 
assault may impact on definitions of and responses to violent 
domestic incidents. The severity of the assault is ascertained by 
the nature of the violence and the extent of physical damage, The 
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magnitude of physical injuries has been shown to influence 
observer's perceptions of victims' responsibility and role in an 
attack; as consequences to the victim of physical assaults are more 
severe, victims are blamed less (Scroggs, 1976; L'Armand & Pepitone, 
1977). Research on rape has shown that evidence of a high degree of 
brutality used by the assailant is typically required as proof of 
the victim's non-consent (Krulevitz & Payne, 1978) and the 
subsequent labeling of the incident as "rape", More direct evidence 
of the impact of severity on labeling and response to domestic 
violence are the informal "stitch rules" adhered to by many police 
departments, requiring that, in domestic incidents, wounds require a 
certain (high) number of stitches before an officer makes an arrest 
(Field & Field, 1973), Straus (1976) suggested that the marital 
license is a hitting license, citing the California Penal Code 
Section on wife-beating which prohibits an assault between spouses 
only if it results in severe physical injury. Two studies focusing 
on subjects' responses to wife-beating found that severity of 
assault influenced attribution of responsibility with the woman held 
decreasingly rsponsible for the incident if she received a broken 
jaw rather than minor scrapes and bruises (Alexander, 1980) and the 
husband decreasingly responsible when the physical injuries were a 
black eye rather than internal injuries (Kalmus, 1979). 
Paisley (1984b) found that the severity of an assault in a 
written battering scenario significantly predicted subjects' 
endorsement of four resources, with increasingly stronger 
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endorsement for calling the police, going to a shelter, getting 
medical attention, and seeking counseling as severity increased. 
Subjects also labeled the situation as battering more frequently as 
the severity increased. This study was weakened by the fact that 
only severity was manipulated, in effect, setting up the subjects to 
focus on severity as an important factor to consider in the 
evalution of the situation. A study integrating the impact of at 
least two, if not several manipulated factors would provide more 
information about the unique impact of each variable. 
Paisley's (1984a, 1984b) studies examined the effect of 
frequency of assaults and severity of injury on subjects' 
endorsement of resources or behavioral responses appropriate to the 
situation. As discussed, both of the studies had limitations. The 
other studies found in the literature which explored the impact of 
severity and frequency on responses to violent incidents have 
focused on attribution of responsibility and definition or labeling 
of the situation. As was pointed out in the discussion of sex-role 
attitudes, this latter approach indicates something about what 
people think and/or feel about the situations but does not provide 
direct information about what people might da in response to a 
violent situation. Regardless of who an outsider considers 
responsible, responses of intervention, information giving or 
supportive listening may or may not occur. The question of whether 
situational factors, specifically level of severity and frequency of 
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assaults, predict the responses or actions deemed appropriate by an 
outsider remains unanswered 
Victim-offender relationghip 
Thus far, the literature has suggested that pre-existing 
attitudes and the situational factors of severity and frequency, 
among others, may influence an outsider's labeling of and repenses 
to a violent incident. A third component of interest is the 
relationship between the victim and the offender. Noted earlier, 
Hilberman (1980) writes that for most researchers "marital" or 
"spousal" does not imply a legal relationship but includes any 
relationship involving cohabitation and sexual intimacy. That 
qualification still indicates that in effect theoreticians and 
researchers focus exclusively on married or essentially married 
couples. Very little attention has been paid to violence by men 
against women in dating and friendship relationships, although 
recent empirical evidence shows that violence between dating couples 
is not uncommon. 
Incidence estimates of violence in courtship and dating. 
Thirty percent of 461 students of a large southern university 
reported being abusive toward or abused by a partner. Bogal-
Allbritten and Allbritten (1983) found 19% of their 1,000 university 
subjects had directly experienced some physical aggression or 
threat. In a sample of 354 female college students, Comins (1984) 
found 42% reported dating violence, Ferraro and Johnson (1984) 
replicated four previous surveys on dating violence with university 
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and high school students. In the previous studies 22% - 41% of the 
surveyed students had experienced physical abuse in a dating 
relationship at some time, In a subject pool of 485 respondents 
from a sample of 528 students randomly selected from the single 
population at a state university for the most recent study, 56% had 
at least one experience with courtship violence (31.5% were victims, 
24,5% were abusers); 19,1% had experienced some form of abuse in the 
past 12 months (Murphy, 1984). 
In the largest study found in the literature. Makepeace (1984) 
surveyed 2,338 students from seven colleges and universities in 
various regions of the U,S. during 1982 and 1983 and found that 
13,5% reported experiencing courtship violence. 
Finally, in the most current study found in the literature, 
Bogal-Allbritten and Allbritten (1985) surveyed 345 university 
student development personnel and 228 university counseling center 
directors from across the U.S., as well as 510 undergraduate 
students from a medium enrollment (7,500) south central university, 
on their knowledge of courtship violence incidences on campus. 
Seventy-five percent of student personnel staff and 58% of 
counseling center directors reported knowledge of 1-10 incidences, 
while 18% and 30%, respectively, noted more than ten incidents. For 
both groups, as the severity of particular incidents increased the 
reported frequency decreased. Incidents involving pushing, shoving, 
or threatening accounted for almost 80% of the total incidents. The 
majority (61%) of students surveyed had personal knowledge of at 
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least one student involved in courtship violence, with 19% 
acknowledging at least one personal experience, 
Most interesting was the implication in the literature that 
violence in a courtship/dating relationship does not necessarily 
lead to the termination of that relationship, suggesting that many 
of the factors influencing women in violent marriages are shared by 
women in other types of relationships with men. When Kuhl (1982) 
interviewed 420 women in battered women shelters, 38% reported their 
spouses were violent with them before the marriage. Makepeace 
(1981, p. 101) writes "many of the constraints that are assumed to 
explain the continued involvement of victims in relationships with 
their assailants (husbands) do not, however, seem particularly 
pertinent to violence in courtship situations". However, in a 
survey of 202 college students, of those reporting at least one 
direct experience with courtship violence (21.2%), violence occurred 
on multiple occasions for half of that group and on 5 or more 
occasions for 8%. Only about one-half of the relationships "broke 
off"; 15,8% reported a similar level of involvement and 28% reported 
being more involved (Makepeace, 1981), 
Similarly, of those students reporting personal experiences 
with courtship violence in the Bogal-Allbritten and Allbritten 
(1985) study cited earlier, 51% had been involved in an incident of 
violence with the same person on more than one occasion; of these, 
22% had this experience on 5 or more occasions. At the time of 
their participation in their study, 62% indicated they had ended the 
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relationship with that person, while 27% indicated they were still 
involved in the same capacity and 11% reported the relationship had 
become closer or more involved. 
Outsider's reaponee to violence in courtship and dating. Four 
studies were found addressing the question of how the relationship 
between the victim and offender intervenes an observer's reaction to 
that situation. Shetland and Straw (1976) (cited earlier) found 
that bystanders intervened more frequently in a fight between 
strangers than between a married couple with subjects typically 
describing the latter situation as none of their business. In an 
unpublished study by Churchill and Straus discussed in Straus (1976) 
subjects were asked to indicate the appropriate punishment for a man 
who assaulted a woman. In one scenario, the man was the woman's 
husband; in another the couple was unmarried but had been living 
together for a year. Punishment scores were significantly lower for 
the husband than for the live-in partner, indicating that the type 
of relationship is an important factor in outsiders' evaluation of 
and response to a violent incident. 
Summers and Feldman (1984) presented videotapes depicting 
violence between mixed-sex couples identified as married, living 
together, or acquaintances to 60 females and 60 male undergraduates 
and measured subjects' attributions to the male offender, the female 
victim and situational cimcumstances (man just lost his job). 
Across all scenarios, subjects preferred attributing blame to the 
situational factor of job loss when that choice was available. When 
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job loss was not included in the scenario subjects made internal 
(non-circumstantial) attributions, regarding the female victim as 
the cause of the abusive behavior. Attribution of responsibility to 
the female was stronger when the couple was identified as married 
than when living together, which in turn was stronger than 
attributions made when the couple was casually acquainted. Only 
when the male hit an acquaintance without having just lost his job, 
was an internal attribution made to the male. 
Finally, Berk, Berk, Newton and Loseke (1984) interviewed 201 
female clients in a battered women's shelter to explore what 
influences victims and bystanders/observers to call the police in a 
violent situation. Other things being equal (including severity of 
the injuries, property damage, and observers' perception of the 
victim's desire for police intervention) bystanders were 
significantly less likely to call the police if the victim and 
offender were living together. 
These studies lend support to the idea that violence in a 
marriage is more acceptable than outside a marriage or cohabitation. 
However, the incidence figures for courtship violence indicate that, 
on some level, violence between non-married, non-cohabiting couples 
is not completely taboo. It remains an open question: to what 
extent is the relationship between victim and offender an important 
factor in observers' evaluation of and response to a violent 
incident? The existing studies measured attributions of 
responsibility, willingness to intervene (type unspecified). 
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willingness to punish the offender (type unspecified) and actual 
rate of calling the police. More work needs to be done examining 
outsiders' responses to violence between friends or dating couples 
including attitudinal responses and concrete actions and referrals 
made beyond calling the police. 
The Present Study 
The present study was designed to address the questions raised 
when reviewing the domestic violence literature concerning 
observers'/outsiders' reactions to violent incidences between men 
and women in a relationship. Of particular interest were the 
resources considered appropriate and the willingness of the 
outsiders' to provide support for a victim of relationship violence. 
A number of specific types of reactions/responses are likely to be 
recommended to or selected by victims of abuse. For example, 
Carlson (1977) interviewed 101 women in battered women's shelters 
and found action taken after incidences to include calling the 
police, seeking help from a women's group or family or friends, 
contacting some social service agency, consulting a religious 
advisor, and no action. Almost one-half of the victims were hurt 
severely enough to require medical attention, adding medical 
services to the list of resources used. Of Flynn's (1977) 
interviewees, most had called the police for some protection, over 
two-thirds received counseling from a counselor or clergy, over half 
had consulted an attorney, over two-thirds relied on family or 
i 
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friends for support or to provide emergency shelter, and almost half 
chose to pursue divorce. Outsider's recommendation of these types 
of resources were of interest in this study. 
In addition, empathie responses like expressing sympathy, and 
a willingness to listen to the victim about her situation, as well 
as avoidance responses like pointing out the good things in the 
relationship and changing the topic were suggested by the Mitchell 
and Hodson (1983) study on battered women's reports of friends' 
helpfulness. These types of responses are of interest as well. 
Do pre-existing attitudes about sex-roles determine subjects' 
reactions to a violent domestic incident? It was predicted that 
subjects endorsing more traditional sex-role stereotypes would be 
less likely to label a situation as battering and less likely to 
strongly endorse utilization of resources, particularly those 
implying serious wrong-doing or retribution such as the police, 
attorneys, or medical services. More avoidance responses and less 
empathy responses were expected of more traditional subjects, as 
well. 
Do the situational factors of severity and frequency determine 
subjects' reactions to a violent incident? It was predicted that as 
severity and frequency increased the situation would be more 
strongly labeled as battering and resource utilization would be 
deemed more appropriate. Stronger empathy responses also were 
expected. 
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Does the relationship between the victim and offender 
influence subjects' reactions to battering? It was unclear what 
preditions should be made. On one hand, it has been suggested that 
violence in a marriage is more tolerated than violence between 
strangers or cohabitating unmarrieds. Therefore, resources might be 
utilized more in response to friendship or courtship violence, On 
the other hand, people may feel it is more appropriate to intervene, 
even use "drastic" measures like calling the police or an attorney, 
to save a marriage; friendships and dating relationships may not 
seem important or serious enough to warrant intervention, The 
literature is very limited in this area and offers little guidance 
in formulating predictions. Therefore, the intention of this aspect 
of the study was purely exploratory and results are interpreted 
accordingly. 
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METHOD 
Subjects and Design 
Subjects in this study were 596 students, 297 male students 
and 298 female (one student did not indicate their gender), 
recruited from undergraduate psychology courses at Iowa State 
University. Subjects' participation was voluntary; however, course 
credit was awarded for their involvement in the study. The 
distribution of subjects across educational classes was; 314 
Freshmen (52%), 157 Sophomores (26%), 84 Juniors (14%) and 41 
Seniors (7%). The majority of subjects, 557 (95%), were single, 
while 27 (4.5%) were married, with 12 subjects not responding to the 
marital status question. Subjects' ages ranged from 17 to 67 with 
96% of the subject pool 26 years old and younger, The mean age of 
the group was 20 years old, All subjects were randomly assigned to 
one of 27 conditions. 
Instruments 
Burt's (1980) Sex-Role Stereotyping scale (SRS) was 
administered to all subjects. In addition, one of twenty-seven 
narrative scenarios was presented to each subject together with an 
accompanying Participant's Response Questionnaire (PRO) designed to 
assess their reactions to that scenario. Responses to the SRS scale 
and the PGR items were indicated on 7-point scales and were recorded 
on machine scoreable answer sheets. Two additional manipulation 
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checks were free response items and were hand scored and coded on 
each subject's computer answer sheet. 
Sex-Role Stereotyping Scale 
Burt's (1980) Sex-Role Stereotyping scale (SRS) is presented 
in Appendix A, The SRS is a nine item scale developed by Burt 
(1980) to assess endorsement of traditional beliefs about men's and 
women's roles. Responses to the items are made on a 7-point Likert 
scale ranging from strongly agree to strongly disagree. A total 
score is calculated by summing the individual item scores; 
consequently, scores can range from 9 to 63, According to Burt, 
items comprising the scale were drawn from a larger item pool, 
Item-to-total analysis was used to select those items that 
contributed most to scale reliability, Burt reports a Cronbach's 
alpha of ,800 (n = 598) for her scale. Check and Malamuth (1983) 
found this measure to correlate -.73 (in the expected direction) 
with Spence and Helmreich's (1973) measure of sex-role stereotyping. 
Paisley (1984b) reported a coefficient alpha of .71 (n = 313) 
utilizing a similar undergraduate student population. The SRS was 
selected for use in this study because it has an acceptable 
reliability coefficient for research purposes and it is a shorter, 
less cumbersome scale than other measures. In addition, it utilized 
current langauge and situations relevant to sex-role stereotyping, 
Scenarios of domestic violence/independent variables 
All subjects read 1 of 27 descriptions of an interaction 
between a man and a woman which ended with the man physically 
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abusing the woman, The 27 scenarios were constructed by 
systematically varying 3 levels of severity of physical abuse (low, 
medium, and high), 3 levels of frequency (1, 3, and 6 times in the 
history of the couple's relationship), and 3 levels of relationship 
between the man and the woman (casual dating, serious dating, and 
married). The standard format for the scenarios began with the 
relationship manipulation. 
Casual dating manipulation. Imagine that Susan is a good 
friend of yours. She and Jim have known each other casually 
for about two years. They occasionally go out on a date 
together, but both of them date other people. 
Seriously dating manipulation. Imagine that Susan is a good 
friend of yours. She and Jim have been seriously daing each 
other for almost two years. 
Married manipulation. Imagine that Susan is a good friend of 
yours. She and Jim have been married for almost two years. 
The scenarios each continued with the following: 
Susan called to say that something was wrong and has come over 
to talk to you and get advice. Susan begins by saying that 
things between her and Jim have been really tense and that she 
doesn't know what to do. She then exclaims that sometimes 
things just seem to fall apart. When you ask her to explain 
what happens when things just fall apart, Susan breaks into 
tears saying that it fell apart again tonight and she is 
really upset. Susan goes on to provide the following summary 
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of events. She and Jim had planned to study together that 
night, Jim came into the kitchen and set some papers on the 
counter. Susan reached for something in the cupboard and 
knocked a jar of jam onto Jim's papers, When Jim saw what had 
happened, he started yelling that she had ruined his papers, 
Susan started to vipe off the papers and told Jim to relax, 
that his papers weren't ruined, and that only the top paper 
was stained. At that, Jim became furious. 
The manipulation of severity occurred at this point in each 
scenario, 
Low severity manipulation. He started yelling that Susan was 
stupid and clumsy, and he pushed everything off of the counter 
and onto the floor. He shoved Susan out of the kitchen, and 
then he left, Susan was very frightened, and that was when 
she called you. 
Medium severity manipulation. He started yelling that Susan 
was stupid and clumsy, and he pushed everything off of the 
counter and onto the floor. He shoved Susan out of the 
kitchen, yanked her by the arm throwing her into the 
livingroom wall, and then he left. Susan was terribly 
frightened, and she realized that her face and arms were sore 
and slightly bruised. That was when she called you. 
High severity manipulation. He started yelling that Susan was 
stupid and clumsy, and he pushed everything off of the counter 
onto the floor. He shoved Susan out of the kitchen, yanked 
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her by the arm throwing her into the livingroom wall where he 
held her and punched and kicked her several times, and then he 
left. Susan was terribly frightened, and she realized that 
her face was bleeding and that she had painful swelling areas 
on her arms. That was when she called you. 
Each scenario concluded with the manipulation of frequency. 
Low frequency manipulation. Finally, Susan shares with you 
that this is the first time that this has happened. 
Medium frequency manipulation. Finally, Susan shares with you 
that this is the third time that this has happened. 
Hiyh frequency manipulation. Finally, Susan shares with you 
that this is the sixth time that this has happened. 
Pilot Study <?£ manipulatigng 
A pilot study was done to test the effectiveness of the 
manipulations of frequency of incidents and severity of assault in 
this particular incident. Subjects in the pilot study were 133 
undergraduate students who each read one of the 27 scenarios defined 
by the factorial combination of severity (high, medium, and low), 
frequency (once, three times, and six times), and relationship 
(casually dating, seriously dating, and married). Subjects then 
responded to a set of questions which included two types of 
manipulation check questions, forced-choice questions tapping 
perceptions of relative severity and frequency of abuse and open 
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questions tapping actual recall of factual information in the 
scenarios relevant to frequency and severity of abuse. 
In regard to the latter type of manipulation check, subjects 
were asked to report the number of previous violent incidents for 
Jim and Susan and to describe the nature of Susan's injuries, 
Subjects' responses to these questions were scored as a hit or a 
miss and frequencies were computed for each of the items, The exact 
frequency of violence was reported by 119 subjects (90.8%) and 
Susan's injuries were accurately specified by 122 subjects (93.1%). 
The two items tapping perceptions of frequency and severity 
were responded to on 7-point scales (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = 
strongly agree) and imbedded in similar questions, The item tapping 
perceptions of frequency stated "Incidences similar to this occur 
frequently between Jim and Susan." The item tapping perceptions of 
severity stated "Susan experienced a serious physical assault." 
Each item was analyzed with a Severity (3) x Frequency (3) x 
Relationship (3) univariate analyses of variance (ANOVA). Results 
of these analyses indicated that the manipulations resulted in 
differential perceptions of frequency and severity. Analysis of the 
frequency item produced only a signficant effect for frequency, 
E (2,128) = 16,14, p = .0001, with means between low, medium, and 
high frequency being significantly different at the .05 level as 
tested by Duncan's multiple range test of means (low = 3.05, 
medium = 4.14, and high = 5.3). Analysis of the severity item 
produced only a significant mafn effect for severity £ (2,218) = 
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61.91, p = .0001, with means between the three levels being 
significantly different at the .05 level as tested by Duncan's 
multiple range test of means (low =2.3, medium = 5.17, and 
high = 5,93). 
These data indicated that the manipulation of frequency was 
adequate and salient to subjects. The formulation of the medium 
severity condition for the pilot study included the man holding the 
woman against the wall and slapping her. The medium severity level 
as written was seen as almost equivalent in severity as the high 
severity condition by the pilot study subjects. Greater 
differentiation between the medium and high levels of severity was 
desired for the formal study. Therefore, the medium severity 
condition was changed, removing the words "where he held her and 
slapped her several times". Therefore, the medium severity 
condition for the formal study read as presented on p. 47. 
No manipulation check was run on the relationship manipulation 
since the wording seemed straightforward and it was assumed subjects 
would attend to this information. However, the decision was made to 
test this manipulation in the full study to test the accuracy of 
this assumption and to allow reporting on the success of all 3 
manipulations. 
Participant'g Reeponge Questionnaire 
The Participant's Response Questionnaire (PRQ) constituted the 
dependent variables for this study and is presented in Appendix B. 
The 29 items were generated by the author to reflect resources 
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suggested in the reviewed literature and in consultation with 
professional psychologists familiar with the clinical and research 
aspects of domestic violence. Ten items were constructed to reflect 
the resources battered women reported actually using in Carlson's 
(1977) and Flynn's (1977) studies including seeking safety from 
friends (Item 21) or a women's shelter (5), seeking medical 
attention (Item 13), calling the police (Items 2 and 10), consulting 
an attorney (Item 23) and seeking counseling from a professional 
counselor (Items 9 and 14) or a religious adivsor (Items 12 and 20). 
The suggestion to seek counseling could have several motives or 
goals; therefore, items involving counseling were written to specify 
a goal of staying in the relationship or getting out of the 
relationship. Item 4 assessed the subjects' likelihood of directly 
telling the woman to get out of the relationship, i.e., not via a 
referral to counseling. Finally, item 16 reversed the object of 
counseling, suggesting that Jim, the perpetrator, seek counseling. 
Mitchell and Hodson's (1983) study on battered women's reports 
of friend's helpfulness led to the construction of empathy and 
avoidance responses. Specifically, this study reported responses 
including expressing sympathy (Item 4), a willingness to listen 
(Item 1), changing the topic (Item 3) and trying to point out the 
good things in the relationship, thereby avoiding dealing with the 
violence (Item 8). Three additional items were constructed to 
further assess the subject's comfort in talking with the victim 
(Item 19) and willingness to talk again with her (Items 7 and 17). 
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Subjects' attributions of responsibility to Jim and/or Susan 
were assessed in items 25, 26, 27, and 28. Item 15 was written to 
assess subjects' willingness to label the situation they read about 
as an incidence of battering or physical abuse, Finally, 3 items 
were included to check on the success of the frequency (Item 6), 
severity (Item 22) and relationship (Item 29) manipulations. 
Procedure 
Participants signed up for this study on an announcement which 
advertised the study as a mass-testing, Subjects were tested in 
groups of 30-70 by a research assistant. Subjects were told that 
several researchers were collecting data for different studies that 
require large data sets an/or an initial screening. With this 
rationale, subjects were told that they would be completing several 
unrelated questionnaires and that the data would be divided and sent 
on to the respective researchers. 
After providing informed consent, subjects were asked to 
complete a multi-questionnaire packet including one scenario of 
relationship violence with a Particpant's Response Questionnaire, a 
self-esteem measure, a measure of social desirability, and the SRS 
in that order. Subjects indicated their responses on their computer 
answer sheet with the exception of 3 open-ended questions which they 
answered directly on their PRO sheet. They were also asked to 
complete the sex, educational status, and marital status items on 
the computer answer sheet, but specifically told ûû£. to indicate 
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their names or complete school identification number to protect 
their anonymity, After the questions were completed, subjects were 
given the opportunity to add their names if they wanted to 
participate in future research for which they had now been screened. 
After completing their packet of questionnaires, subjects 
completed a course credit card, were thanked for their 
participation, and were told they were free to leave, The research 
assistant made himself available after each session to respond to 
any questions or concerns that subjects may have had as a result of 
participating in this study. 
54 
RESULTS 
1-
Preliminary Analyses 
Manipulation checkp 
Subjects responded to two types of manipulation check 
questions, on the Participant's Response Questionnaire (PRO) (See 
Appendix B), forced-choice and open questions. The open questions 
tapped actual recall of factual information in the scenarios 
relevant to frequency and severity of abuse (Items 30 and 31). On 
these questions subjects were asked to report the number of previous 
violent incidents for Jim and Susan and to describe the nature of 
Susan's injuries. Subjects' responses to these questions were 
scored as a hit or miss and frequencies were computed for each of 
the items. The exact frequency of violence was reported by 538 
subjects (90.4%) and Susan's injuries were accurately specified by 
545 subjects (91.5%). 
The three forced-choice questions tapped perceptions of 
relative severity and frequency of abuse (Items 22 and 6) and 
level/type of relationship between Jim and Susan (Item 29). The two 
items tapping perceptions of frequency and severity were responded 
to on 7-point scales (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree). 
The item tapping perceptions of frequency stated "Incidences similar 
to this occur frequently between Jim and Susan." The item tapping 
perceptions of severity stated "Susan experienced a serious physical 
assault." Each item was analyzed with a Severity (3) x Frequency 
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(3) X Relationship (3) univariate analyses of variance (ANOVA). 
Résulta of these analyses indicated that the manipulations resulted 
in differential perceptions of frequency and severity. Analysis of 
the frequency item produced only a significant effect for frequency, 
E (2,556) = 102.03, ji = ,0001, with means between low, medium, and 
high frequency being significantly different at the .05 level as 
tested by Duncan's multiple range test of means (low =3.0, medium = 
4.8, and high = 5,3). Analysis of the severity item produced only a 
significant main effect for severity £ (2,560) =217.48, p = .0001, 
with means between the three levels being significantly different at 
the .05 level as tested by Duncan's multiple range test of means 
(low =2.5, medium =3,7, and high = 5.7), 
The item tapping perceptions of the relationship stated "Susan 
and Jim's relationship is best described as. . . ." The three 
response options were a = casually dating, b = seriously dating, and 
c = married. Responses to this question were scored as a hit or 
miss and frequencies were computed. The type of relationship 
between Susan and Jim was accurately reported by 545 subjects 
(91.5%). 
Reliability of Sex-Role Stereotyping Scale 
The reliability of the Sex-Role Stereotyping Scale (SRS) was 
estimated by the computation of coefficient alpha across the 576 
subjects who completed all items of the scale. An alpha coefficient 
of .60 was obtained for the 9-item SRS. 
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Distribution of SRS scores collectively and by sex were 
examined to determine the way in which SRS would most meaningfully 
be included in later analyses, Examination of the frequency 
distribution of SRS scores across the whole subject pool and 
separately by sex did not reveal any meaningful way to create SRS 
categories, for instance high and low score groups comprising the 
top and bottom 30% of the subject pool, without creating arbitrary 
cut-off points, without some over representation of men and women in 
high and low groups, or without losing a great deal of data. This 
was particularly true because of the difference in the responses of 
males (X = 29,2) and females (X = 23.9) on the SRS which achieved 
statistical significance 1(573) = 8,35, p = ,0001. Therefore, a 
decision was made to utilize all subjects' SRS scoreô and include 
SRS as a continuous variable in the subsequent design and analyses, 
Factor analysis of the Participant's Response Questionnaire 
Data were collected on 26 individual dependent variables; the 
26 items of the PRO excluding the manipulation checks. Preliminary 
analyses were done to determine, if possible, a way to simplify the 
dependent variable component of the analyses in order to reduce the 
error incurred with large numbers of dependent variables and to aid 
in interpretability. 
First, an iterated principal axis factor analysis of the 26 
dependent variables was performed. Examination of the resulting 
eigenvalues in a scree plot suggested a 4, 5, or 6 factor solution. 
These solutions were examined with a varimax rotation for 
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theoretical and conceptual interpretability. Based on statistical 
and conceptual strength, a decision was made to utilize the 5 factor 
solution to guide the formation of the dependent variable subscales. 
The proportion of common variance explained by each factor and the 
complete item loadings are presented in Table 1. 
Insert Table 1 about here 
Factor loadings on the five factors were used to define 
clusters of items which could be analyzed together as a subscale. A 
criterion of .45 was set for item loadings for that item to be 
included in the particular subscale. This criteria resulted in 
items loading on only one factor and created coherent, interprétable 
subscales. Subscale 1 was labeled "Decisive Action" and included 
endorsement of the following actions by the victim of abuse: 
calling the police to have the man arrested or to report the 
incident, seeking shelter at a women's shelter or at a friend's 
house, seeking medical attention, and contacting a lawyer for a 
restraining order. Subscale 2 was labeled "Willingness to Talk or 
Be Involved" and included items endorsing a willingness to talk 
about the victim's feelings and a willingness to talk again with the 
victim as well as items negatively endorsing changing the subject or 
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Table 1 
Personal Reeponse Qweetionnaire (PRQ) Item Loadingg and Variance 
Explained vàth the ^-Factor Solution VgÀng a Vacimax Rotation 
Factor 
PRQ Item 
Number 12 3 4 5 
01 .04 .58 .18 .13 —. 02 
02 .82 -.00 ,04 -.03 .05 
03 — , 05 -.45 -,12 -.06 .08 
04 ,14 —, 02 ,13 .09 .20 
05 ,65 -.07 .03 .15 .02 
07 .08 ,51 .19 .09 .03 
08 -,34 -,32 -.32 .16 -.15 
09 .52 ,14 .16 —. 02 .45 
010 .79 -,05 .03 -.15 .11 
Oil .43 -,07 —, 02 .09 .22 
012 .05 .05 -.06 .65 .20 
013 ,71 .08 .14 .15 .06 
014 ,02 .13 -.03 .75 -.07 
015 ,55 .25 .33 .09 .14 
016 .34 .38 .30 ,42 .12 
017 .08 -.61 ,01 .06 -.04 
018 ,24 -.37 -.15 — .08 .19 
019 -.10 .38 -.06 -.04 .07 
020 ,30 -.00 -.02 .18 .80 
021 .60 .06 ,12 .07 .21 
023 .74 -.07 ,10 -.14 .19 
024 .30 .09 .25 -.40 .52 
025 .18 .12 .69 -.04 .12 
026 .08 .38 .37 .13 .03 
027 -.11 — .21 -.60 .08 -.04 
028 .11 ,19 -,17 .03 .06 
Percent of 
Common Variance 39.8% 18.7% 14.1% 14.0% 13.2% 
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expression of difficulty in talking or being involved. Subscale 3 
included two items, one attributing responsibility to the man and 
one attributing responsibility to the woman, with the former scored 
in a positive direction and the latter in a negative direction. 
This scale was labeled "Man's Responsibility," anchoring the 
positive end of the scale. Subscale 4 included two items suggesting 
that the woman seek counseling from a religious advisor or counselor 
in order to stay in the relationship; this scale was labeled "Work 
on the Relationship", In contrast, Subscale 5 was labeled "Get Out 
of the Relationship" and included items suggesting seeking 
counseling from a religious advisor or counselor in order to leave 
the relationship, as well as the subject's willingness to encourage 
the woman directly to leave the relationship. A complete listing of 
the subscale items is presented in Table 2. 
Insert Table 2 about here 
The dependent variables for this study were now subjects' 
scores on the 5 subscales, rather than scores on the 26 individual 
items. A subscale score was calculated as the average response to 
the items in that subscale, with the scoring reversed for negatively 
loading items. Thus, scores could range from 1 to 7 on each of the 
5 subscales. 
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Table 2 
Summary of Subscales Formed from Items on the Personal Responae 
Questionnaire fPROl 
PRO Appropriate 
Item Factor Item 
Number Loading* Description 
Subscale 1: Decisive Action 
2 .82 Call the police to report the incident 
5 .65 Go to women's shelter to seek safety 
10 .79 Call the police to have Jim arrested 
13 .71 See a physician for medical attention 
21 .60 Go to friend's house for safety 
23 .74 See a lawyer for a restraining order 
Subscale 2; Willingness to Talk or Be Involved 
1 .58 Would urge Susan to talk about her feelings 
3 -.45 Would want to change the subject 
7 .51 Would want to talk to Susan again 
17 -.61 Would be difficult to talk to Susan again 
Subscale 3; Man's Responsibility 
25 .69 Jim is responsible for this incident occurring 
27 -.60 Susan is responsible for this incident 
occurring 
Subscale 4; Work on the Relationship 
12 .65 See a religious advisor to work on relationship 
14 .75 See a counselor to work on the relationship 
• Factor loading on the factor defining the particular subscale, 
Table 2 (Continued) 
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PRO Appropriate 
Item Factor Item 
Number Loading Description 
Subscale 5; Get Out of the Relationship 
9 .45 See a counselor to get out of the relationship 
20 .80 See a religious advisor to get out of the 
relationship 
24 .52 Tell Susan to get out of the relationship 
The reliability of each of the 5 subscales was estimated by 
the computation of coefficient alpha across the subjects vho 
completed all items of the scale. Reliability coefficients were 
calculated to be: Subscale 1 = .86 with 6 items; Subscale 2 = .61 
with 4 items; Subscale 3 = .64 with 2 items; Subscale 4 = .65 with 2 
items; Subscale 5 = .71 with 3 items, 
Additional items 
Item 15 (Appendix B) assessed subjects' willingness to label 
the incident they read about as an example of "physical abuse" or 
"battering". This item loaded strongly on factor 1 and could have 
been included in the resulting "Decisive Action" subscale. However, 
a decision was made to analyze this item separately. There was a 
strong interest in evaluating the effect of the independent 
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variables on the labeling of an incident as battering, separate from 
any other responses to that incident. 
Eight items from the original 26 item PRO did not reach the 
criteria of .45 on any of the 5 factors, resulting in their 
exclusion from the final subscales, An attempt to explain why these 
items were weak contributors to all 5 factors is at best 
speculative, However, a look at the content and face validity of 
the items offers some ideas, Item 16 (Appendix B), "I would want 
Jim to go to a counselor", focuses on referrals/resources for the 
man while the subscale items focus on what the woman should do. 
Items 26 and 28 (Appendix B) stated "There are things Jim/or Susan, 
respectively, should do to prevent an incident like this from 
occurring again," These items were intended to assess attributions 
of responsibility as were the more direct attributions presented in 
items 25 and 27 (Appendix B) which stated "Jim/Susan is responsible 
for this incident occurring," Independent of blame for past 
incidents tapped in items 25 and 27, perhaps both Jim and Susan were 
seen as responsible for and capable of preventing future incidents. 
Thus these items did not load on Subscale 3 (Man's Responsibility). 
Additionally, the things Susan could have done presumably spanned 
the other 4 factors, 
Item 19 may have been excluded because of the difference in 
tense from the other items; it refers to how the subject felt (past 
tense) when talking to the victim while other items refer to what 
the subject would do (future tense) following the incident. 
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Finally, items 8, 4, 11, and 18 could have been seen as 
inappropriate responses, or at least unique or unusual responses, 
resulting in their failure to load on any of the five factors. 
These items included telling the victim not to worry, buying a 
weapon, encouraging the victim to take a self defense course, and 
expressing to the woman how sorry the subject feels for her. 
The items which did not reach the criterion level to be 
included in the 5 subscales were excluded from the subsequent main 
analyses of the study. Although the principal focus of the 
subsequent analysis was an analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) on the 5 
subscales, an ANCOVA was computed at the individual item level as 
well, including the "excluded" items just discussed. Results of 
this individual item analysis is included as necessary and relevant 
to later discussion. Item and subscale means for the total sample 
are presented in Appendix C, and interitem and intersubscale 
correlations are presented in Appendix D. 
Design and Primary Analyses 
Following preliminary analyses this study was conceptualized 
as a Severity (low, medium, high) x Frequency (once, three times, 
six times) x Relationship (casually dating, seriously dating, 
married) x Sex (male, female) design with one continuous variable 
(SRS) as a covariate. The 3x3x3x2 analyses of covariance 
(ANCOVAs), with SRS as a continuous covariate, were performed using 
the General Linear Models (GLM) procedure of the Statistical 
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Analysis System (SAS Institute, 1982). Dependent variables for 
these analyses were the five subscales of the PPO and the single 
item on use of the label "battering". Correlations between the 
independent variables and with the six dependent variables are 
presented in Appendix D, 
Analysis of oovariance 
Complete tables of the analysis of oovariance for each of the 
5 subscales of the PRO and for the Battering Label item (Item 15, 
Appendix B) are presented in Appendix E. In each analysis, SRS was 
included as a covariate. Therefore, each of the reported effects is 
adjusted for the covariate. Reported means are the adjusted means 
for this analyses. A complete table of the adjusted means for the 
main effects of the independent variables on the 5 subscales and 
Question 15 is presented in Appendix F. For comparison and 
reference a table of the unadjusted means for those effects is also 
presented in Appendix F. 
Subscale 1: Decisive Action. The main effect for severity on 
the Decisive Action subscale was significant, £ (2,507) = 153.86, 
ji = .0001. A Fisher's post-hoc test of adjusted means revealed that 
all possible comparisons between the means of the 3 severity levels 
(low = 2.35, medium = 3.10, high = 4,32) were significantly 
different at the p = .0001 level. 
The main effect for frequency on the Decisive Action subscale 
was significant, E (2,507) = 26.37, ^  = .0001. The means of the 
medium (3.52) and high (3.52) levels of frequency were almost 
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equivalent, while the mean for the low frequency condition (2.79) 
was significantly lower (p = .0001) than those for both the medium 
and high frequency conditions, as tested by Fisher's post-hoc test 
of adjusted means. 
The main effect for relationship on the Decisive Action 
subscale was significant, E (2,507) = 4.52, & = .01. A Fisher's 
post-hoc test of adjusted means revealed that the mean for the 
casually dating condition (3.08) was significantly lower than the 
seriously dating (3.30) and married conditions (3.40) at the % = .05 
level for both comparisons. The seriously dating and married 
conditions did not differ significantly. 
Finally, the main effect for sex on the Decisive Action 
subscale was significant, £ = (1,507) = 6.69, p = .01, Male 
subjects endorsed decisive action less strongly than did female 
subjects (males = 3.14, females = 3.41). 
Subscale 2: Willingness to Talk or Be Involved. The main 
effect for severity on the Willingness to Talk or Be Involved 
subscale was significant, E (2,510) =4.07, n = .02. The mean 
endorsement of the subscale at low and high levels of severity were 
virtually equivalent (low = 6.13, high = 6,13). The mean 
endorsement of the subscale at the medium level of severity (6.35) 
differed significantly from the low and high severity levels at the 
12 = ,01 level, as tested by Fisher's post-hoc test of adjusted 
means, 
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The main effect for SRS on the Willingness to Talk or Be 
Involved subscale was significant, E (1,510) = 17.32, p = .0001. 
The Pearson product-moment correlation (r = -.218, p = .0001) 
revealed that higher SRS scale scores (indicating more traditional 
sex-role attitudes) correlated with lower scores on the Willingness 
to Talk or Be Involved subscale, 
Subscale 3: Man's Responsibility. The main effect for 
severity on the Man's Responsibility subscale was significant, 
E (2,510), B = .0001. In general, higher levels of severity 
resulted in higher scores on the Man's Responsibility subscale. 
Fisher's post-hoc test of adjusted means revealed that the mean for 
low severity (5.25) was not significantly different from the mean 
for medium severity (5.4) but was different from the high severity 
mean (5.9) at the p = ,0001 level. Similarly, the medium and high 
severity means differed at the p = .0001 level. 
The main effect for relationship on the Man's Responsibility 
subscale was significant, E (2,510) = 3.98, = .02. Mean subscale 
scores were casually dating = 5.56, seriously dating = 5.69, married 
= 5.33. Fisher's post-hoc test of means revealed that only the 
difference in means between seriously dating and married conditions 
was significant (p = .005). 
The main effect for SRS on the Man's Responsibility subscale 
was significant, E (1,510) =4.60, ji = .03. The Pearson product-
moment correlation between SRS scores and Subscale 3 scores 
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(r = -.07) suggested that higher SRS scale scores (indicating more 
traditional sex-role attitudes) correlated vith lower scores on the 
Man's Responsibility subscale; however, this correlation (p = .08) 
did not reach significance. 
Subscale 4: Work on the Relationship. The main effect for 
severity on the Work on the Relationship subscale was significant, 
E (2,511) = 3.60, £ = .03. Mean subscale scores did not vary in any 
consecutive order (low =4.3, medium =4.6, high = 4,1). Fisher's 
post-hoc test of adjusted means revealed that the difference in 
means between medium and high levels of severity was significant, 
g = .008, while the other comparisons did not reach significance, 
The main effect for relationship on the Work on the 
Relationship subscale was significant, E (2,511) = 25.99, ji = ,0001. 
In general, high levels of relationship resulted in higher scores on 
the Work on the Relationship subscale (casually dating = 3.87, 
seriously dating = 4,15, married = 5.04), However, Fisher's post-
hoc test of adjusted means revealed that mean scores for casually 
dating and seriously dating groups were not significantly different; 
the other two comparisons of means were significant at the g = ,0001 
level. 
The main effect for SRS on the Work on the Relationship 
subscale was significant, E (1,511) = 6.94, g = .009. The Pearson 
product-moment correlation r = .11 (g = .007) revealed that higher 
SRS scale scores (indicating more traditional sex-role attitudes) 
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correlated with higher scores on the Work on the Relationship 
subscale. 
Subscale 5: Get Out of the Relationship. The main effect for 
severity on the Get Out of the Relationship subscale was 
significant, £ (2,510) = 35.32, p = ,0001. A Fisher's post-hoc test 
of adjusted means revealed that all possible comparisons between the 
means of the 3 severity levels (low = 3,27, medium = 3.69, high = 
4.39) were significantly different at the ,002 level. 
The main effect for frequency on the Get Out of the 
Relationship subscale was significant, E (2,510) =29,99, n, = .0001. 
Fisher's post-hoc test of adjusted means revealed that although the 
mean for the medium frequency condition (4,11) did not differ 
significantly from the high frequency mean (4,06), the mean for low 
frequency (3,18) differed significantly from the medium and high 
frequency condition means at the g, = .0001 level. 
The main effect for relationship on the Get Out of the 
Relationship subscale was significant, E (2,510) =24,66, n = ,0001. 
In general, higher levels of relationship resulted in lower scores 
on the Get Out of the Relationship subscale (casually dating = 4,16, 
seriously dating = 3,97, married = 3,22), However, Fisher's post-
hoc test of means revealed that mean scores for casually dating and 
seriously dating groups were not significantly different; the other 
two comparisons of means were significant at the n = .0001 level. 
The main effects for severity, frequency, and relationship for 
the Get Out of the Relationship subscale were modified by a 
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significant 3-way interaction. Severity x Frequency x Relationship, 
E (8,510) =24.66, B = .0001, Means for this interaction are 
presented in Table 3. 
Insert Table 3 about here 
Finally, the main effect for sex on the Get Out of the 
Relationship subscale was significant, £ (1,510) = 4.02, p = .05, 
Male subjects (3,66) endorsed getting out of the relationship less 
strongly than did female subjects (3.90). 
Question 15: Batterinçr Label. The main effect for severity 
on the Battering Label subscale was significant, £ (2,511) = 96,6, 
p = .0001. A Fisher's post-hoc test of adjusted means revealed that 
all possible comparisons between the means of the 3 severity levels 
(low =3.9, medium =5.5, high = 6.25) were significantly different 
at the p = .0001 level. 
The main effect for frequency on the Battering Label subscale 
was significant, E (2,511) = 9,02, p = ,0001, A Fisher's post-hoc 
test of adjusted means revealed that the mean for low frequency 
(4,79) was significantly lower than the other two means 
(medium = 5.4, high = 5,47) at the p = ,0001 level, while the medium 
and high means did not differ significantly, 
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Table 3 
Means for the 3-Way Interaction of Severity. Frequency, and 
Relationship on Subscale 5: Get Out of the Relationship 
Severity Frequency Relationship Mean 
Low (L) Low (L) Casually Dating (CD) 2.91DE 
L L Seriously Dating (SD) 2.54DE 
L L Married (M) 2.19E 
L Medium (Me) CD 4 ISgC 
L Me SD 3 41cD 
L Me M 2,79DE 
L High (H) CD 3.62CD 
L H SD 4.OOgc 
L H M 3 T8BCD 
Medium (Me) L CD 3.19CDE 
Me L SD 3.55cd 
Me L M 2,80DE 
Me Me CD 4.48ABC 
Me Me SD 4.39abC 
Me Me M 3 OScDE 
Me H CD 5.31*8 
Me H SD 3.73BCD 
Me H M 2.75de 
High (H) L CD 3.99bc 
H L SD 4.41ABC 
H L M 3.07cdE 
H Me CD 5.07AB 
H Me SD 5.17a 
H Me M 4 43ABC 
H H CD 4 73AB 
H H SD 4 53*8 
H H M 4.13bc 
Note. Means with the same subscript dot not differ 
significantly (p s .05), as tested by Fisher's post-hoc 
test of means. 
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Finally, the main effect for SRS on the Battering Label 
subscale was significant, £ (1,511) = 5.86, ^  = .01. The Pearson 
product-moment correlation (r = -.09, p = .02) revealed that higher 
SRS scale scores (indicating more traditional sex-role attitudes) 
correlated with lower scores on the Battering Label subscale. 
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DISCUSSION 
Severity 
Severity had a significant main effect on all five subscales 
and on the battering label item. Consistent with predictions, as 
severity increased subjects increased their endorsement of taking 
decisive action and increased the extent to which they labeled the 
situation battering. Similarly, they increased endorsement for 
getting out of the relationship, which might be thought of as a 
different angle to "decisive action", In addition, as severity 
increased, more responsibility was attributed to the male offender. 
All four of these effects are in the victim sympathetic 
direction and therefore are encouraging reflections of outsiders' 
perceptions of violence in relationships. The rationale connecting 
severity of assault and subsequent injuries with increased use of 
police, medical services, the battering label, and shelters to "get 
out" seems straightforward. Together these results seem to reflect 
subjects' beliefs that if a person is in an increasingly physically 
dangerous situation, that person should do what they need to do to 
get help and seek safety. And these results reflect common 
definitions of battering as a circumstance in which severe physical 
abuse is occurring. In turn, because it is a battering situation, 
it is appropriate to utilize helping resources. 
The rationale for increasingly stronger attributions of 
responsibility to the male offender as severity increases is less 
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straightforward, When interpreting these results it is important to 
remember foremost that the man was clearly seen as responsible for 
the incident, regardless of severity (5.32) and the woman was not 
held responsible (2.27). What changed was the degree of conviction 
of that attribution as severity changed. Perhaps the pattern of 
increased responsibility attributed to the man with increased 
severity reflects an acceptance of a certain level of violence as 
"natural" or "normal". That is, the man who pushes, shoves, or even 
slaps is perceived as behaving within normal, everyday ranges of 
behavior that subjects do not think of on a dimension of 
"responsibility". But more severe levels of violence (punching, 
kicking) are perceived as being beyond normal limits and therefore 
involve some conscious choice to behave in such a manner; the 
concept of responsibility can be applied when conscious choice is 
involved. 
An alternative explanation for subjects' connection between 
severity and responsibility might center on the relative level of 
responsibility attributed to the female victim and the male 
offender. At lower levels of violence, subjects may believe the 
woman is contributing to the violence occurring (asking for it, 
provoking it), But subjects may believe it is the man's 
responsibility to keep the form and level of that violence under 
control. When the violence is severe, subjects may believe the 
offender has gone beyond the level to which a victim can "ask for 
it", and therefore hold him more responsible. In a similar line of 
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thinking, subjects may believe a victim should be able to stop or 
control the violence if it is mild, and therefore they hold her more 
responsible if, in fact, pushing and shoving are occurring. But 
when the violence escalates to punching and kicking, subjects may 
see the victim truly as a victim, unable to control or stop that 
behavior, and therefore hold the male offender increasingly 
responsible. Finally, it is important to note the reliance on 
speculation about subjects' thinking and decision making to 
evaluate, interpret, and discuss these results. This reliance is 
due to some limitations in the design of this study which will be 
discussed later in this chapter. 
It had been predicted that as severity increased subjects 
would increase their empathy responses, captured in Subscale 2: 
Willingness to Talk or Be Involved. However, the highest endorse­
ment was at the medium level of severity, with low and high severity 
levels reaching equivalent, but lower, empathy responses. Overall, 
there was a strong willingness on the subjects' part to talk with 
the victim, to talk about feelings and the specifics of the situa­
tion (not change the subject), and to remain available for further 
talking or involvement at a later date. Given that at each level of 
severity subjects were willing to be involved (6.13, 6.35, and 6.13 
on the 7-point scale), it is important to not over-interpret or 
suggest that at high and low levels of severity subjects did not 
care or want to be involved, But the different patterns are 
interesting. Perhaps, as severity increased from general 
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pushing and shoving to slapping and bruising a sense of urgency and 
an increased desire to help developed. But as severity increased 
beyond slapping and bruising to kicking, punching, and facial 
bleeding, subjects felt overwhelmed and therefore slightly decreased 
their willingness to talk to the victim or remain involved. This 
trend fits with the pattern of help available reported by actual 
victims of battering (Mitchell & Hodson, 1983); as the severity of 
their assaults increased, outsiders became less willing to be 
involved. 
A parallel pattern of effect was found when examining the main 
effect of severity on Subscale 4; Work on the Relationship, and a 
similar explanation may be invoked. Subjects endorsed working to 
save the relationship most strongly in the medium severity condition 
followed by low severity and then high severity conditions. 
Subjects may have seen an increasing need for seeking counseling or 
religious advisement to save the relationship as severity increased 
from pushing and shoving to slapping and bruising. But when 
severity increased to punching and facial bleeding subjects 
decreased their endorsement of working to save the relationship. 
Perhaps they saw the situation as too overwhelming and/or too 
hopeless to be effectively impacted ("saved") by counseling. 
Frequency 
Consistent with predictions, the frequency with which violent 
incidents were occurring was related positively to endorsement of 
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taking decisive action and labeling the situation as battering. 
That is, as frequency increased endorsement of these two reactions 
increased. Similarly, as frequency increased so did endorsement of 
Subscale 5; Get Out of the Relationship. It was mentioned in the 
previous discussion that getting out may be related conceptually to 
the idea of taking decisive action. Each of these effects are in 
the victim sympathetic direction and reflect some understanding on 
the subjects' part that repeated incidents, regardless of severity, 
are important to attend to. 
It is interesting to note the pattern of means in the 
"decisive action" and "get out" effects. In each case, subjects 
increased their endorsement of the subscales as frequency increased 
but there was no statistically significant difference between the 
medium and high frequency means. Subjects responded to a singular 
incident different than to multiple incidents (3 and 6). It is 
unclear if subjects do not know how to think about or respond to a 
singular incident or if they truly see a singular incident as a 
distinct category of occurrence requiring different solutions. 
Alternatively, subjects may make the assumption that initial 
incidents can always be handled internally, without outside 
intervention from friends or professionals. Other questions and 
possible solutions raised by this pattern of results are discussed 
further later in this chapter. In any event, these results raise 
concerns about how outsiders will respond to victims of singular 
battering incidents. Ideally, interventions involving police. 
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medical personnel, and counselors would be suggested and made 
available immediately to any battering victim, Early intervention, 
even after a singular incident, might stop the cycle of violence, 
before overwhelming psychological and/or physical change accrued. 
The negative impact of even one or two violent incidents is a topic 
that needs to be incorporated into public education about battering 
(see Butehorn, 1985; Walker, 1979b), 
Finally, it was predicted that as frequency of assaults 
increased, so would empathy responses increase. However, frequency 
did not have a significant main effect on Subscale 2: Willingness 
to Talk or Be Involved, This outcome does not appear to reflect an 
insensitivity on the part of subjects to the impact of frequency of 
assaults on the victim's need for support, On the contrary, an 
examination of the means at each level of frequency for this 
subscale (low = 6,22, medium = 6.27, high = 6,12) reveals that at 
all levels subjects strongly endorsed offering the victim a chance 
to talk about her feelings and providing the opportunity for further 
contact with the supportive listener (the subjects). These results 
are consistent with the high empathy responses discussed in the 
severity section, and are also reflected in the high overall 
Subscale 2 mean (6.19 on the 7-point scale). 
Relationship 
No formal predictions were made regarding the impact of the 
relationship between victim and offender and subsequent responses to 
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a violent incident by outsiders. The intent of this aspect of the 
study vas to begin an empirical exploration into this effect. 
The victim-offender relationship had a significant main effect 
on subjects' endorsement of working on the relationship, endorsement 
of getting out of the relationship, and on subjects' attribution of 
responsibility to the male offender, For the first two effects 
there was not a statistical difference between the casually dating 
and seriously dating conditions; however, the married condition was 
statistically seen as unique, For Subscale 3; Man's 
Responsibility, the seriously dating condition was distinct from the 
married condition, but the casually dating condition was not 
significantly different from the other two relationship types. In 
contrast, the victim-offender relationship also had a main effect on 
subjects' endorsement of the Decisive Action subscale, but the 
seriously dating and married conditions were not distinct from each 
other, while the casually dating condition was statistically 
different from the other two conditions. Overall, the results 
suggest there are different rules for different relationships but 
that these do not vary in a consistent way across relationships. 
The patterns of these different "rules" are examined below. 
Subjects endorsed working on saving the relationships more 
strongly for seriously dating than casual dating couples; the 
strongest endorsement was for married couples. Conversely, subjects 
endorsed working on getting out of the relationship less strongly 
for seriously dating than casually dating couples; the weakest 
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endorsement was for married couples. Together these findings fit 
with common expectations and understandings about committment and 
involvement and perhaps reflect how quickly or easily a couple could 
or should separate and how hard they should work to stay together. 
These expectations have important implications for battered women. 
Two women in equally violent circumstances will get different levels 
of support for leaving (different degrees of advice to stay and work 
it out) depending on the nature of their relationship with the male 
offender. In particular, married women were singled out and 
received a distinct set of recommendations; stay and work on the 
relationship, do not get out. The mean endorsement for married 
women to get out of their relationships across all situations was 
only 3.22 on the 7-point scale. In contrast, the mean endorsement 
for married women to stay and work on the relationship was 5,04 on 
the 7-point scale. 
In married scenarios, the male offender was held less 
responsible than when the couple was seriously or casually dating. 
The male offender was held most responsible in the seriously dating 
situation, The finding of least responsibility attributed to the 
man in the married condition is consistent with traditional views of 
marriage that allow for some level of violence by husbands towards 
wives; this may account for these results. Alternatively, outsiders 
may believe that when a couple is married there is a shared 
responsibility for the occurrences in that relationship; the 
decrease in attributions of responsibility towards the man may be a 
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reflection of increased attributions to the woman. Following this 
line of reasoning, it appears that for these subjects it is less 
acceptable for a man to be abusive in a dating situation than in 
marriage. When the relationship changes to marriage, the rules 
change and the responsibility to the man decreases. To avoid 
overinterpretation of the results, it is important to note again, 
however, that the man was held responsible in all relationships but 
to a lesser degree in married relationships, 
In general, married women are singled out by these first three 
effects. Married women are encouraged to stay and work things out 
(are not encouraged to get out) while simultaneously their male 
offenders are held less responsible for the violence occurring than 
if they were not married, 
However, it was casually dating women who were singled out by 
the effect of relationship on the Decisive Action subscale. It is 
interesting to explore the reasoning involved with subjects' 
attention to the type of relationship between victim and perpetrator 
when deciding about taking decisive action. Why would it be more 
appropriate for a woman in a committed relationship (seriously 
dating or married) to call the police, have the man arrested, go to 
the doctor, go to a friend's house, or go to a shelter than it would 
be for a woman in a casual dating relationship? These results seem 
inconsistent with the belief that committed relationships or 
marriages are "hands-off" or privileged privacy relationships; some 
decisive action items include intrusive outside intervention. These 
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resuite could reflect students' lack of understanding about the 
accessibility of those resources to the general public, i.e., they 
may believe a woman must be married to go to a shelter. However, 
while this explanation might account for underutilization of legal, 
shelter, and police services it would not seem to account for 
limited use of medical services or shelter by friends, 
Alternatively, subjects may have assumed that the woman could easily 
walk away from the relationship if it was casual, while serious 
relationships (long term dating or married relationships) were more 
constraining or complicated to terminate. If a woman can walk away 
from a relationship she might not need police or legal help, but 
this explanation should not account for the data on use of medical 
referrals. A third explanation is that these results reflect a 
belief that serious committed relationships are worth taking 
serious, decisive action to save. This explanation provides 
additional support to the results on Subscale 4; Work on the 
Relationship, which were previously discussed. Regardless of the 
reasons behind these results they have important implications. The 
results bode poorly for victims of courtship violence, i.e., women 
in casual dating relationships, Outsiders are less likely to 
recommend professional help to those victims than to victims in 
different types of relationships. The results bode poorly for all 
cases given the low overall endorsement of these active 
interventions (3.08-3.4 on the 7-point scale). 
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Sex-Role Stereotyping Scale (SRS) 
When discussing and interpreting each of the results involving 
the Sex-Role Stereotyping Scale, it is important to note that 
although the relationships were significant, they were very weak. 
In addition, as will be discussed later, the reliability of the sex-
role scale used was weak, Therefore, relationships and trends are 
discussed but should be considered with caution, It had been 
predicted that subjects endorsing increasingly more traditional sex-
role attitudes would be increasingly less likely to label the 
situation as battering and be increasingly less willing to talk to 
or be involved with the victim. These predictions were confirmed. 
It had also been predicted that subjects' sex-role attitudes would 
influence their endorsement of taking decisive action. However, SRS 
did not have a main effect on that subscale. It is interesting to 
note that SRS did have a main effect on subjects' endorsement of 
working on the relationship (Subscale 4). Subjects with more 
traditional sex-role attitudes more strongly endorsed this subscale. 
This result is consistent with traditional views of relationships, 
committment, and working out problems at all costs. 
On one hand it is encouraging that subjects' sex-role 
attitudes did not significantly influence their endorsement of 
taking decisive action. This suggests that an outsider's pre­
existing attitudes won't interfere with their facilitating a 
battering victim getting help from police, medical personnel, 
lawyers, etc. However, this "helpfulness" must be juxtaposed with 
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the possible deleterious effects of traditionally minded outsiders' 
encouraging a battering victim to stay and vork on the relationship, 
not labeling the situation as battering, and indicating less 
willingness to talk to the victim. In addition, subjects with 
increasingly more traditional sex-role attitudes held the male 
offender decreasingly responsible. Each of these results are in the 
victim non-sympathetic direction. They point to the very important 
dimension of sex-role attitudes as a determinant of who can/will be 
most helpful to battering victims. And these results identify those 
attitudes as a target for public education and training. It is not 
enough to educate the public (potential outsiders) about aspects of 
battering situations and the resources available, We must educate 
outsiders about the potential influence of their attitudes; we must 
educate them about themselves. 
All of the Sex-Role Stereotyping Scale results are consistent 
with the theoretical-cultural link between sexism and battering 
presented earlier in this study. These results provide some 
empirical evidence for that link. In addition, they bring the focus 
down to sexism on the individual subjects' level. The issue of 
battering is not just influenced at the abstract "cultural" or 
impersonal institutional level. Individual citizen's attitudes also 
have important implications for the issue of battering. 
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Sex of Subject 
The sex of the subject had a main effect on endorsement of 
decisive action and endorsement of getting out of the relationship. 
In each case, female subjects gave stronger endorsement to those 
actions than did men. However, it is important to note that 
endorsement even for women on each of the subscales was below the 
scale mid-point of 4 (Decisive Action = 3,41, Get Out =3.9) and are 
relatively low compared to the scale means for the other 3 subscales 
and the "Battering Label" item; interpretations of the data should 
be made in light of that information, 
Research literature had suggested that women may be more 
empathie to victims than men but no predictions were suggested about 
women's endorsement of decisive action. Perhaps women are better 
able to understand the female victim's situation and therefore are 
more willing to encourage outside intervention, perhaps men 
empathize with male offenders and see such options as too extreme, 
or perhaps men have less understanding of the function and appro­
priateness of these resources. Again, the levels for both sexes 
were quite low, suggesting that both men and women need to continue 
to be educated about resources: how they work, what they can pro­
vide, and how they are relevant to cases of relationship violence 
The fact that female subjects more strongly endorsed getting 
out of the relationship than did male subjects may suggest that 
women outsiders would be more supportive of battering victims trying 
to leave their situation and more able and willing to provide them 
with resources to do that. However, as with the Decisive Action 
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subscale, the mean level even for women was low, suggesting a need 
for both men and women to be educated that many battering victims 
must leave violent relationships, even if only temporarily, to get 
the violence to end. In addition, men and women need to be educated 
that many battered women depend on outsiders' suggestions and/or 
approval in order to leave even desparate situations, 
Conclusions 
In some ways, the overall results of the study are 
encouraging. Although analysis of trends within scales identified 
many areas of concern, actual scale means tended toward the neutral 
to victim sympathetic direction. Most encouraging was subjects' 
stated willingness to talk to the victim and to be involved in 
helping or supporting the victim. Subjects indicated they would be 
open to the woman talking about her feelings, would be willing to 
talk to her on more than one occasion, and would not ask her to 
change the subject away from the violence occurring. However, this 
willingness to talk and be involved must be juxtaposed with 
relatively weak endorsements of taking decisive action. In other 
words, subjects indicated they would listen and give their personal 
time to battering victims, but they were not sure they would or 
could strongly recommend utilizing legal, law enforcement, medical, 
or shelter services to the victim. This suggests that a great deal 
of education needs to be done with the general public about these 
resources to increase the public's understanding about how they work 
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and who they are for; in turn, it is hoped that outsiders will more 
frequently recommend such resources and facilitate battering 
victims' making contact with professional resources for help. As 
previously discussed, this education needs to specifically address 
the appropriateness of recommendations for non-married persons (in 
particular, casual daters) to utilize these services, The results 
suggest that outsiders may be a receptive audience to this 
education. First, since they are willing to help and be invovled, 
it may be a relief to have a working knowledge of the resources they 
can and should recommend to the victims they are seeking to help. 
And secondly, subjects' willingness to help decreased as severity 
moved from a medium level to a high level. It was suggested that 
outsiders may feel overwhelmed or may doubt their ability to be 
effective in serious abuse cases. Having a working knowledge of the 
professional resources available to them and to the victim would be 
very helpful. 
Sex-role attitudes must continue to be addressed through 
education, too. This study suggested that outsiders with 
traditional sex-role attitudes will be less willing to help or be 
involved with battering victims, will hold the offender less 
reponsible for the violence, will more strongly encourage the victim 
to stay and work on the relationship, and will label a violent 
situation "battering" less frequently than will outsiders with more 
non-traditional sex-role attitudes. 
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Severity was a consistent determinant of subjects' responses; 
it had a significant main effect on all five subscales and the 
battering label item. On one hand, this is encouraging and 
appropriate; severity of abuse is an important factor to incorporate 
into decisions about appropriate resources to utilize and courses of 
action to take. However, it is important to educate outsiders that 
deleterious effects, physical and psychological, occur even if the 
abuse is "mild". In a similar way, it is important to note that 
frequency of assaults did not have a significant effect as often as 
did severity of abuse, suggesting that subjects were more heavily 
influenced by what type of assault was occurring and by the 
subsequent injuries than by the frequency of assaults. Again, it is 
important to educate outsiders to attend to both severity and 
frequency and to understand that victims need support and can 
utilize services without reaching some pre-determined level of 
injury or number of incidents. 
The type of relationship between victim and offender effected 
endorsements for staying in the relationship and leaving the 
relationship, for taking decisive action, and for making 
attributions of responsibility to the offender, In the married 
condition, men were held less responsible, and victims were more 
strongly encouraged to stay in the relationship. Conversely, 
married victims were less strongly encouraged to get out of the 
relationship, The configuration of singling out married women 
changed on the Decisive Action subscale, Here married and seriously 
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dating conditions were not significantly different. Although the 
overall endorsement of decisive action was low, married and 
seriously dating victims were more strongly encouraged to utilize 
medical, legal, law endorcement and shelter services than were 
casually dating women, The net effect for victims of relationship 
violence who are not in a serious, committed relationship is that 
outsiders believe they should get out of the relationship but not 
necessarily use outside professional resources to facilitate the 
termination of the relationship, This has important implications 
for incidences of courtship violence, in particular on college 
campuses where most relationships are considered "casual". Victims 
may get a conflicting message of "get out" but don't, get help doing 
that. As previously discussed, these results may reflect subjects' 
misunderstanding that these professional resources would not help a 
woman who is not in a serious relationship. Or it may reflect a 
misperception that if the relationship is casual the individual will 
not need help in terminating it. In fact, research and clinical 
data suggest that many courtship violence cases do continue until 
outside intervention and support is made available, despite the 
casual nature of the relationship (Bogal-Allbritten & Allbritten, 
1983; Makepeace, 1981). 
Finally, the results for the Battering Label subscale are both 
encouraging and discouraging. Subjects attended to both the 
frequency and severity of the situation, and increased their 
willingness to label the situation battering as each of these 
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factors increased. Mean levels based on severity were stronger than 
those based on frequency which raises concerns previously discussed. 
Also noted earlier, even at high frequency (6 incidents) subjects 
could not give full endorsement to the label "battering" to describe 
the incident (5,47 on the 7-point scale), However, when comparing 
these results to those found in previous studies (Paisley, 1984a, 
1984b), in general these subjects were better able to incorporate 
the element of frequency into their evaluation of the sitaution and 
more strongly endorsed labeling the situations "battering" as a 
function of number of incidents than was previously found. It 
continues to be discouraging that how a situation is labeled is 
influenced by the sex-role attitudes held by the outsider. Comments 
were previously made concerning the need for continued education 
about sex-role attitudes for this and other reasons. 
Limitations and Further Study 
When examining the data and discussing the results of this 
data, speculations needed to be made about the thought processes of 
the subjects and several alternative intepretations were found to be 
possible. This speculation speaks to one of several methodological 
limitations of this paper. In a paper-and-pencil design, there is 
not an opportunity to explore in-depth how subjects are interpreting 
the written materials, and what meaning or extrapolation they add to 
the intended measures. An interview format or observation format 
with the opportunity for follow-up would allow for more in-depth 
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questioning of the decision making process subjects engaged in when 
evaluating the situation and when choosing responses to endorse. 
The paper-and-pencil design of this study also limits the 
generalizability of these results to actual responses and 
evaluations in the field. Although this study asked subjects to 
imagine that the victim had come to them seeking help and indicate 
what they would recommend to her, research involving in-vivo 
interaction with an actual or role played victim would provide 
clearer data on what subjects would actually say and do in response 
to the opportunity to be a helper. 
A second limitation of this study was the use of Burt's (1980) 
Sex-Role Stereotyping Scale. Although earlier uses of this scale 
had demonstrated a strong reliability coefficient for this scale, 
this study showed a relatively weak reliability coefficient for this 
subject pool. It is not clear why this occurred. The subject pool 
was larger than in earlier studies and perhaps these results are 
just a more statistically accurate measure of the reliability of the 
scale than had been tested previously. The scale items may have 
been outdated; however, if subjects were reacting to the items as 
irrelevant or too sex stereotypic, that should have been reflected 
in a larger collection of non-traditional SRS scores rather than a 
lower reliability coefficient. Nevertheless, interpretation of the 
many SRS effects reported must be made with some attention to the 
limitations of this scale. Future research must look more closely 
at alternative measures of sex-role attitudes, with some pre-test of 
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that scale for the specific population used in the final study, 
perhaps a cohort, matched group in the same time frame, 
Future research should continue to explore the dimension of 
frequency of assaults as a determining factor in outsiders' 
responses. In this study, subjects made a distinction between 
singular and multiple (3 or 6) incidents but did not significantly 
differentiate between the levels of multiple incidents, This raises 
the question of how subjects would interpret or respond to a 
situation involving two incidents. The question would be if the 
subjects respond to repeated incidents, i,e., anything more than one 
singular incident (including two incidents) or if three or more 
incidents has some critical impact on their evaluation of and 
response to violent relationships. 
Future studies utilizing college populations could also 
include resources more relevant to the college living environment. 
Residence hall advisors, campus security, academic advisors, campus 
women's centers, rape advocacy counselors, deans, and university 
judicial officers or boards are resources available on many college 
campuses; providing these choices of outside resources might have an 
impact on students' endorsement of "decisive action" responses. 
These resources may be more familiar and/or less threatening than 
the more remote professional resources (police, lawyers, or battered 
women's shelters, etc,) included in this study. 
Finally, future studies must extend the subject domain beyond 
the college population. While it is certainly valid to assess the 
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college population's attitudes and expectations about violence in 
relationships, the prevalence and pervasiveness of battering implies 
that people of all ages, colors, and living situations will be 
confronted with interpersonal violence, either within their own 
family or as a neighbor or co-worker. Learning how research 
subjects think they will respond to violence in relationships and 
trying to understand why they would respond the way they would, may 
provide clues for ways educators, researchers, and clinicians can 
help ensure that their resources will reach the people who need 
them. 
These are some significant limitations of this study and some 
important questions and extentions that need to .be explored. 
Nevertheless, educators and clinicians can benefit from the 
information provided by this study. Several suggestions for 
educating the general public (outsiders) about dimensions of 
relationship violence have already been discussed. Clinicians 
working with battered women can help them understand the reactions 
of outsiders in their lives by explaining that people may be unsure 
of what qualifies as battering and what resources are appropriate 
and therefore those outsiders may be unable (rather than unwilling) 
to be supportive of the woman's pursuit of professional help. In 
light of the confusion surrounding the impact of frequency, severity 
and particularly about labeling, clinicians must be very careful in 
their own assessment of violence in relationships. A client may not 
respond affirmatively to questions about "battering" if her 
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experience does not include the severity of assault or injury she 
deems necessary to justify such a label. Therefore, assessments 
must focus on exploring in detail the incidents occurring, perhaps 
initially even avoiding the term "violence" since the client may not 
label her experiences as such. 
In addition, clinicians may find this information useful in 
directing their work with clients who are "outsiders"; friends or 
family members who are aware of a violent relationship and unsure 
about how to respond. Normalizing these clients' confusion, 
exploring in detail what they know is happening, exploring their 
perceptions of appropriate resources, and educating them about 
options, can empower these clients to be effective "outsiders", 
providing support and appropriate referrals for help for victims of 
relationship violence, 
Finally, other professional helping agencies or resources that 
provide services to battered women, including medical centers, 
police officers, women's shelters, legal firms, etc., need to be 
aware that the general public is not strongly supportive of 
utilizing their services in cases of relationship violence. In an 
effort to increase their accessibility and effectiveness, these 
agencies might consider improving public relations and increasing 
public awareness of the services they can and will provide for 
victims of relationship violence. 
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Appendix A: Sex-Role Stereotyping Scale 
Sex-Role Stereotyping ScAle: 
Mark the number on the scale shown below that indicates how much you 
agree or disagree with each statement. Take your time and think 
carefully about each statement, Mark your response on the computer 
answer sheet 
1. A man should fight when the woman he's with is insulted by 
another man. 
(R)l 2, It is acceptable for the woman to pay for the date. 
3. A woman should be a virgin when she marries. 
4. There is something wrong with a woman who doesn't want to 
marry and raise a family. 
5. A wife should never contradict her husband in public. 
6. It is better for a woman to use her feminine charm to get 
what she wants rather than ask for it outright. 
7. It is acceptable for a woman to have a career, but marriage 
and family should come first. 
8. It looks worse for a woman to be drunk that for a man to be 
(R) 9. There is nothing wrong with a woman going to a bar alone. 
12 3 4 
Strongly 
Disagree 
5 6 7 
Strongly 
Agree 
drunk. 
1 The symbol (R) indicates reverse scored items. 
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Appendix B; Participant's Response Questionnaire 
Participant's Response Questionnaire: 
Imagine that your friend Susan has talked to you about this 
situation and has asked for your advice. 
Now, mark the number on the scale below that indicates how 
much you agree or disagree with each statement. Take your time and 
think carefully about each statement. Mark your responses on the 
computer sheet. 
1. I would urge Susan to talk about her feelings. 
2. I would tell Susan to call the police to report this 
incident. 
3. I would want to change the subject. 
4. I would tell Susan how sorry I feel for her. 
5. I would tell Susan to go to a women's shelter to seek 
safety. 
6. Incidences similar to this occur frequently between Jim 
and Susan. 
7. I would want to talk to Susan again, 
8. I would help Susan focus on the positive aspects of her 
relationship and tell her not to worry. 
9. I would tell Susan to see a counselor to get out of 
the relationship. 
10. I would tell Susan to call the police to have Jim 
arrested/to file assault charges. 
12 3 4 
Strongly 
Disagree 
5 6 7 
Strongly 
Agree 
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11. I would tell Susan to take a self-defense course. 
12. I would tell Susan to see a religious advisor to work 
on the relationship. 
13. I would tell Susan to see a physician for medical 
attention. 
14. I would tell Susan to see a counselor to work on the 
relationship. 
15. This incident is an example of "physical abuse" or 
"battering", 
16. I would want Jim to go to a counselor. 
17. It would be difficult for me to talk to Susan about this 
again or to get involved in any way. 
18. I would tell Susan to buy/get a weapon to defend herself. 
19. I felt completely comfortable talking to Susan. 
20. I would tell Susan to see a religious advisor to get out 
of the relationship. 
21. I would tell Susan to go to another friend's house or 
to stay at my house for safety. 
22. Susan experienced a serious physical assault. 
23. I would tell Susan to see a lawyer to get a restraining 
order to keep Jim away from her. 
24. I would tell Susan to get out of the relationship. 
25. Jim is responsible for this incident occurring. 
26. There are things Jim should do to prevent an incident like 
this from happening again. 
27. Susan is responsible for this incident occurring. 
28. There are things Susan should do to prevent an incident 
like this from occurring again. 
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Please answer the following question on your computer answer 
sheet without referring to the scenario (description) you read. 
29. Susan and Jim's relationship is best described as 
a, casually dating 
b, seriously dating 
c, married 
Please answer the following questions in the space provided 
below each question. Please do not refer back to the scenario you 
read. 
How many times have incidents, like the one described, happened 
between Jim and Susan? 
Describe the physical injuries Susan received, if any, 
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Table Cl 
Means of Items on the Personal Response Questionnaire fPRCn 
PRO Item Mean Standard Deviation 
1. Urge Susan to talk about feelings 6.48^ 0,97 
2. Call the police to report the 
incident 2.93 1.78 
3. Would want to change the subject 1.74 1.42 
4. Would tell Susan I feel sorry 
for her 4.03 1.65 
5. Go to a woman's shelter for safety 2.92 1.77 
6. Incidences similar to this occur 
frequently 4.38 1.91 
7. Would want to talk to Susan again 6.17 1.30 
8. Help Susan focus on positive aspects 
of relationship 2.91 1.69 
9. See a counselor to get out of the 
relationship 3.89 1.87 
10. Call the police to have man arrested 2.44 , 1.67 
11. Tell Susan to take a self-defense 
course 2.94 1.64 
12. See a religious advisor to work on 
the relationship 3.79 1.84 
13. See a physician for medical 
attention 3.91 2,08 
14. See a counselor to work on the 
relationship 4.79 1.92 
* 1 = strongly disagree and 7 = strongly agree. 
Table Cl (Continued) 
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PRO Item Mean Standard Deviation 
15. This incident is an example of 
"battering" 5.17 1.96 
16. Would want man to go to a 
counselor 5.82 1.61 
17. Would be difficult to talk to 
Susan again 2.12 1.49 
18. Tell Susan to buy/-get n weapon 1.60 1.17 
19. Felt completely comfortable 
talking to Susan 4.82 1.73 
20. See a religious advisor to get 
out of the relationship 3,08 1.65 
21. Go to a friend's house for safety 4.40 1.85 
22. Susan experienced a serious 
physical assault 3.97 2.05 
23. See a lawyer to get a restraining 
order 2.77 1.63 
24. Tell Susan to get out of the 
relationship 4.34 2.04 
25. Jim is responsible for this 
incident occurring 5.32 1.56 
26. Jim could prevent another 
incident from occurring 6.13 1.24 
27. Susan is responsible for this 
incident occurring 2,27 1.33 
28. Susan could prevent another 
incident from occurring 4.55 1.98 
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Table C2 
Means of Dependent Variable Subscales 
Subscale Mean Standard 
Name Value Deviation 
Decisive Action 3.23 1.39 
Willingness to Talk or Be Involved 6.19 .89 
Man's Responsibility 5.52 1.25 
Work on the Relationship 4.29 1.62 
Get Out of the Relationship 3.77 1.48 
Note. All subscales were scored on a 7-point scale, with 
1 = strongly disagree and 7 = strongly agree. 
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APPENDIX D; INTERCORRELATIONS OF DEPENDENT VARIABLES 
Table D1 
Intercorrelatlong of the Items on the Personal Reaponge 
Questionnaire(PRO) 
PRO Item 10 11 12 13 
1. Talk about 
feelings 
2. Call police 
to report 
3. Change the 
aubject 
4 Peel sorry for 
Susan 
5. (3o to woman's shelter 
6. Incidences occur 
frequently 
7. Want to talk again 
8. Focus on positive 
9. See counselor : get out 
10. Call police to arrest 
11. Take self defense 
12. See religious advisor 
13. Get medical help 
14. See counselor; Stay 
15. Battering label 
16. Jim to Counselor 
17. Difficult to be Involved 
18. Buy a weapon 
19. Pelt comfortable 
20. See religious advisor: get out 
21. Go to friend's house 
22. Serloua assault occurred 
23. See a lawyer 
24. Tell Susan to get out 
25. Jim Is responsible 
26. Jim could prevent 
27. Susan Is responsible 
28. Susan could prevent 
1.00 .05 -.31** . 06 .04 .08* .39*»-. 18** .09* -.02 .04 .10**. 10** 
1.00 -.02 ,15** .55** .26** .05 -.30** .43** .73** .33** .07 ,60** 
1.00 .10**-. 03 -.04 -.22** ,18**-. 08* .007 .04 -,06 -.09* 
1.00 .11** .08* .12**-. 02 .18** .10** .12** .05 .21** 
1.00 .26**.03 -.18** .35** .49** .32** .15** .46** 
1.00 .11**-.25** .32** .25** .12** .05 .20** 
1.00 -.22** .13** .003 -.01 .06 .14** 
1.00 -,34**-,26**-. 09* ,07 -,25** 
1.00 .48** .31 .05 .41** 
1.00 .36*».. 0005 .52** 
1.00 .16**. 35** 
1.00 .15** 
1 .00  
P < 
P < 
.05. 
.01. 
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14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 
.12** .22** ,28**-. 29**-, 23** ,17** .02 .14** . 11**-. 03 .04 ,18** ,30**-.23** . 09** 
-,01 ,47** ,24** ,07 ,17**-,03 .31** ,47** ,55** ,61** ,30** .20** ,06 -.12 .05 
-.10**-. 16**-. 20** .29** .19**-. 12**-. 01 -.05 -.11**-. 02 .01 -.15**-. 17** . 19**-, 03 
.04 ,17** ,09* .04 .04 .01 .20** . 18** . 14** , 08* .15** . 15** .06 -,07 .02 
-.11** .33** ,23** .10* ,16**-, 08* .24** .44** ,40** ,47** .13** ,13** .01 -,11** , 03 
.08* .26** .23**-. 02 ,02 -,01 .17** .21** ,23** .23** .26** .17** .14**-. 09* .05 
.10** . 26** . 32**-. 27**. 24** .18** .05 ,15** , 12** , 02 , 09* . 18** . 24**-. 21** , 05 
.05 -.40**-, 35** .20** ,04 , 002 -, 16**-, 24**-,31**-.28**-, 40**-, 28**-. 17** , 34**-. 08* 
.003 ,45** ,37**-. 06 .13**-. 01 ,49** ,41** ,44** .47** .48** ,25** .18**-. 19** .10** 
-,10** ,39** .20** .06 ,20**-.05 .28** .43** .49** .64** .37** .19** ,04 -,11** .03 
,04 ,17** ,15** .04 .26**-. 06 ,29** ,36** ,23** .35** .19** .09* .08*-.06 ,09* 
,48** ,11** ,28**-, 02 -.04 .03 .34**,09* .04 -.02 -.15** ,02 ,06 .05 .02 
. 08* . 53** ,36** ,009 .13**-,03 .27** . 51** .64** . 50** .19** . 23** . 19** , 16** . 09* 
1,00 .11** ,41**-, 02 -,12**,01 .06 .02 -.05 -.09* -.29**-. 07 .13**.07 .05 
1.00 .45**-. 09*-.05 -.05 .28** .40** .67** ,45** .34** .35** .29**-. 25** .08* 
1.00 -,19**-, 14** ,02 .22** .29** .30** .21** . 14** .28** .35**-.22** .08* 
1.00 ,22**-, 34**-, 0007 ,02 .03 ,08 -,01 -.09* -.20** . 16**-, 02 
1.00 -.09* ,20** .15** .09* .27**. 07 -.06 -.12**. 09* .02 
1.00 ,03 ,006 -,09*-,09* ,02 .04 .14**-, 04 -,0001 
1,00 ,36** ,27** ,35** ,39** .12** .03 -.07 ,02 
1.00 .51** ,51** ,26** .23** .10**-.13** .04 
1,00 .59** .30** .31** .21**-.21** .07 
1,00 .39** .25** .05 -,13** ,05 
1.00 ,31** ,12**-.20** .10* 
1.00 ,37**-. 48**-. 09* 
1.00 -,30** .19** 
1.00 ,13** 
1 . 0 0  
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Table D2 
InterçQcrelationg <?£ Dependent Yaciable Subecalsg, Battering Labgl. 
and gex-Role Stereotyping Scale (SRS) 
Subscale Number 
Subscale 
Number 1 2 3 4 5 015 SRS 
1» 1,00 .05 .26**** .05 .53**** .56**** -.03 
2Î) 1,00 .29**** .12** .09* ,26**** -,21**** 
3° 1,00 -.05 .29**** .35**** -.07 
4d 1.00 -.02 .15** .11** 
5* 1,00 .45**** .005 
Battering Label 1.00 -.09* 
SRS 1,00 
* Decisive Action Subscale, 
^ Willingness to Talk or Be Involved Subscale. 
® Man's Responsibility Subscale. 
^ Work on the Relationship Subscale. 
• Get Out of the Relationship Subscale, 
* p < ,05. 
** p s ,01, 
*** p i .001, 
**** p i .0001, 
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APPENDIX E: ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE SUMMARY 
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Table El 
Sutrnnary of Analysis of Covarianoe on Subscale 1: PggisÂYg Actipn 
Sum of Mean 
Source df Squares Square F-value PR>F R-square 
Model 54 519,05 9.61 8.33 .0001 .4701 
Error 507 584.99 1.15 
Corrected 
Total 561 1104.04 
Sequential Partial 
Source df F-value PR>F F-value PR>F 
Severity (S) 2 168.14 .0001 153.85 .0001 
Frequency (F) 2 24.81 .0001 26.37 .0001 
Relationship (R) 2 5.26 .0055 4.52 .0113 
Sex (X) 1 6.03 .0144 6.69 .0099 
S X F 4 1.10 .3550 1.06 .3743 
S X R 4 1.32 .2611 1.61 .1713 
S X X 2 1.79 .1673 1.76 .1737 
F X R 4 1.19 .3146 1,16 .3285 
F X X 2 0.80 .4515 0.79 .4541 
R X X 2 0.39 .6750 0.18 .8318 
S X F X R 8 1.16 .3208 0.95 .4738 
S X F X X 4 1.20 .3108 1.01 .4004 
F X R X X 4 0.36 .8376 0.36 .8339 
S X F X R X X 12 0.95 .4915 0,96 .4896 
Sex-role Scale 1 0.02 .8795 0.02 .8795 
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Table E2 
Svirmnary of Analysis of Covarianoe on Subscale 2; WiUiMPggg tP 
Talk or Be Involved 
Sum of Mean 
Source df Squares Square F-value PR>F R-square 
Model 54 65.81 1,22 1.74 .0013 .1558 
Error 510 356.79 0.69 
Corrected 
Total 564 422,60 
Sequential Partial 
Source df F-value PR>F F-value PR>F 
Severity (S) 2 5,66 .0037 4.07 .0176 
Frequency (F) 2 2,29 ,1024 1.34 .2626 
Relationship (R) 2 0,17 .8457 0,26 .7675 
Sex (X) 1 11,43 .0008 1,69 .1937 
S X F 4 1,12 .3439 1.38 .2402 
S X R 4 1.72 .1445 1.44 .2182 
S X X 2 2.81 .0611 2.55 .0794 
F X R 4 0.58 .6787 0.45 .7691 
F X X 2 1.80 .1666 1.77 .1709 
R X X 2 2.18 .1146 2.05 ,1299 
S X F X R 8 0.81 .5905 0.62 .7624 
S X F X X 4 1.22 .3003 0.95 ,4362 
F X R X X 4 0.72 .5761 0.76 .5510 
S X F X R X X 12 0.63 .8190 0.57 .8673 
Sex-role Scale 1 17,32 .0001 17.32 .0001 
117 
Table E3 
Summary of Analysis of Covarianoe on Subscale 3: Man's 
RegponsibilÀty 
Sum of Mean 
Source df Squares Square F-value PR>F R-square 
Model 54 145.23 2.69 1.94 .0001 ,1707 
Error 510 705.53 1.38 
Corrected 
Total 564 850.77 
Sequential Partial 
Source df F-value PR>F F-value PR>F 
Severity (S) 2 19.12 .0001 16.36 ,0001 
Frequency (F) 2 2.96 056 2.88 ,0571 
Relationship (R) 2 4.33 ,0137 3.98 .0192 
Sex (X) 1 0,01 .9033 1.08 .2981 
S X F 4 1.54 .1906 1.54 .1895 
S X R 4 1,47 .2108 1.59 ,1753 
S X X 2 0,38 .6813 0,48 .6184 
F X R 4 0,76 .5536 1,03 .3932 
F X X 2 2,32 .0993 2.81 .0614 
R X X 2 0.57 .5683 0,38 .6836 
S X F X R 8 0.83 .5802 0,69 ,7036 
S X F X X 4 1.31 .2635 1.11 ,3516 
F X R X X 4 1.41 ,2341 1.24 ,2948 
S X F X R X X 12 0,71 ,7416 0,69 .7640 
Sex-role Scale 1 4,60 .0324 4,60 .0324 
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Table E4 
Summary of Analysis of Covarianoe on Subscale 4: Wcrlt PR the 
RelatÀongbip 
Sum of Mean 
Source df Squares Square F-value PR>F R-square 
Model 54 271.82 5.03 2.16 .0001 .1862 
Error 511 1188,26 2.32 
Corrected 
Total 565 1460,09 
Sequential Partial 
Source df F-value PR>F F-value PR>F 
Severity (S) 2 4.34 .0136 3.60 .0280 
Frequency (F) 2 2.29 ,1023 2.40 .0915 
Relationship (R) 2 26.12 .0001 25.99 .0001 
Sex (X) 1 0.74 ,3892 0.14 .7082 
S X F 4 0.67 ,6104 0.82 ,5141 
S X R 4 1.15 .3332 1.07 ,3715 
S X X 2 0.09 ,9156 0.16 ,8523 
F X R 4 0.38 .8203 0.77 ,5444 
F X X 2 0.03 .9678 0.03 ,9717 
R X X 2 1.36 .2563 1.39 .2510 
S X F X R 8 0.72 .6762 0.51 .8461 
S X F X X 4 2.06 .0850 2.13 .0760 
F X R X S 4 1,06 .3753 1,15 .3329 
S X F X R X X 12 1,14 .3224 1.08 .3790 
Sex-role Scale 1 6.94 ,0087 6.94 ,0087 
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Table E5 
Siitntnary of Analysis of Covariance on Subsoale 5: ggt Put g£ the 
Relationship 
Sum of Mean 
Source df Squares Square F-value PR>F R-square 
Model 54 426,35 7.89 4.92 .0001 .3425 
Error 510 818.43 1.60 
Corrected 
Total 564 1244.78 
Sequential Partial 
Source df F-value PR>F F-value PR>F 
Severity (S) 2 44.03 .0001 35.32 .0001 
Frequency (F) 2 29.03 .0001 29.99 .0001 
Relationship (R) 2 28.54 .0001 24.66 .0001 
Sex (X) 1 2.38 .1235 4.02 .0456 
S X F 4 1.44 .2190 1.63 .1647 
S X R 4 1.57 .1813 2.10 .0799 
S X X 2 0.62 .5380 0.79 .4549 
F X R 4 0.91 .4583 1.18 .3203 
F X X 2 1.14 .3194 0.61 .5426 
R X X 2 0.33 .7187 0.06 .9408 
S X F X R 8 2.01 .0434 2.66 .0072 
S X F X X 4 0.14 .9693 0.28 .8891 
F X R X X 4 1.77 .1335 2.15 .0732 
S X F X R X X 12 1.37 ,1739 1.38 .1725 
Sex-role Scale 1 0.03 .8554 0.03 .8554 
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Table E6 
PnmmnrY 9^ Analysis of Covarianoe on Item 15: Battering Label 
Sum of Mean 
Source df Squares Square F-value PR>F R-square 
Model 54 753.00 13.94 5.16 .0001 .3526 
Error 511 1382.23 2.70 
Corrected 
Total 565 2135.23 
Sequential Partial 
Source df F-value PR>F F-value PR>F 
Severity (S) 2 109,80 ,0001 96.60 .0001 
Frequency (F) 2 7,93 ,0001 9.02 .0001 
Relationship (R) 2 2.19 ,1133 1.43 .2394 
Sex (X) 1 2,63 ,1052 0.47 ,4926 
S X F 4 0.91 .4578 0.92 ,4491 
S X R 4 0,71 ,5881 0.88 ,4776 
S X X 2 0,22 ,7990 0,32 ,7276 
F X R 4 0,81 ,5196 0,57 ,6821 
F X X 2 1.79 ,1686 1,68 .1880 
R X X 2 0,92 ,4000 0,73 .4806 
S X F X R 8 0.25 ,9813 0,24 .9842 
S X F X X 4 0.33 ,8558 0,33 ,8569 
F X R X X 4 0.07 .9905 0,08 ,9892 
S X F X R X X 12 0,91 ,5396 0,85 .5967 
Sex-role Scale 1 5,86 .0158 5.86 .0158 
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APPENDIX F; MEANS FOR INDEPENDENT VARIABLE MAIN EFFECTS 
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Table FI 
Adjusted Means for Independent Variable Main Effects on Dependent 
Variable Subscales and Battering Label 
Subscale 
Main Effect 1* 21» 30 4d 
Battering 
5* Label 
Severity Low 
Medium 
High 
2.35a 
3.14b 
4,34c 
6.13a 
6. 36b 
6.13a 
5.25a 4.30ab 
5.40a 4.60ab 
5,94b 4.16a 
3.27a 
3,69b 
4.39c 
3.9a 
5,5b 
6,26c 
Frequency Low 
Medium 
High 
2.79& 
3. 52b 
3.52b 
6.22a 
6.27a 
6.13a 
5,i)6a 4.23a 
5. 60ab 4.56b 
5.63b 4.28ab 
3,18a 
4.11b 
4, 06b 
4.80a 
5.40b 
5.47b 
Relationship Casual 
Serious 
Married 
3.08a 
3.32b 
3.44b 
6.18a 
6.20a 
6.24a 
5.56ab 3.87a 
5.69ab 4.15a 
5.34a 5,04b 
4.16a 
3,97a 
3.22b 
5.12a 
5.39a 
5.16a 
Sex Male 
Female 
3.15a 
3.41b 
6.16a 
6.26a 
5.59a 4.38a 
5.47b 4.33a 
3.67a 
3,91B 
5.17a 
5,27a 
Note. Means with the same subscript in the same column for 
each main effect do not differ significantly (pi .05), as 
tested by Fischer's post-hoc test of means. 
* Decisive Action Subscale. 
Willingness to Talk or Be Involved Subscale. 
® Man's Responsibility Subscale. 
^ Work on the Relationship Subscale. 
• Get Out of the Relationship Subscale. 
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Table F2 
Unadjuetsd Means for Independent Variable Main Effects c>n Dependent 
Variable Svbgcalee and Battering Label 
Subscale 
Battering 
Main Effect 1* 2^) 3® 4^ 5* Label 
Severity Low 
Medium 
High 
2.30 
3.10 
4.32 
6.13 
6.38 
6.12 
5,25 
5,39 
5,96 
4.24 
4.55 
4.09 
3.25 
3.64 
4.45 
3.83 
5.55 
6.26 
Frequency Low 
Medium 
High 
2.77 
3,43 
3.49 
6.22 
6,29 
6,11 
5.36 
5,59 
5,63 
4.15 
4.48 
4.26 
3.20 
4.10 
4.02 
4.80 
5.32 
5.47 
Relationship Casual 
Serious 
Married 
3,05 
3.31 
3.33 
6.18 
6.21 
6.24 
5,57 
5.68 
5,29 
3.89 
4.11 
5.01 
4.09 
3,99 
3.12 
5.08 
5.42 
5.06 
Sex Male 
Female 
3.16 
3,30 
6.08 
6.33 
5.56 
5.49 
4.32 
4.28 
3.76 
3.78 
5.14 
5.25 
* Decisive Action Subscale. 
** Willingness to Talk or Be Involved Subscale. 
® Man's Responsibility Subscale. 
^ Work on the Relationship Subscale, 
• Get Out of the Relationship Subscale. 
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